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Problem
Although formal research on the reasons for non-attendance at Christian 
churches in America has been conducted, it is not known how these reasons apply to the 
Pacifica community o f California, a suburb o f  San Francisco. Furthermore, little, if  any, 
research has been conducted to compare the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged 
by non-attenders with the reasons as perceived by attenders. The purpose o f this study 
was to examine and compare the reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica.
Method
A survey research method was employed to collect data on the acknowledged and 
perceived reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. A convenience
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sample o f 1,160 adult residents o f Pacifica, 632 attenders and 528 non-attenders, was 
selected, and data were collected using two self-administered questionnaires, one for 
attenders and one for non-attenders. Reasons for non-attendance, acknowledged and 
perceived, were examined using a 5-point Likert scale to measure respondent attitudes 
towards 55 specific reasons for non-attendance. Data from attenders were collected in 
cooperation with the leadership o f local churches. Data from non-attenders were 
collected at a local supermarket and other locations in the city. Factor and reliability 
analyses and a series o f independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine, and 
compare, the acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica. 
Statistical significance was set at .01. Open-ended questions also permitted respondents 
to express acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance in their own words.
Results
Five underlying factors for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica were 
empirically derived from the data. The factors were (a) church-related issues, (b) 
personal decisions, (c) personal priorities, (d) personal preconceptions, and (e) personal 
disconnects. Significant discrepancies between acknowledged and perceived reasons 
were noted, particularly in the area o f personal priorities and personal decisions.
Conclusions
Non-attenders and attenders do not always agree in respect to the reasons for non- 
attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica and this is an opportunity for more outreach 
and increased dialogue between the two groups.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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CHAPTER ONE 
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
Introduction
My wife Holly and 1 arrived at Vista Del Mar Baptist Church (VDMBC) just 3 
weeks shy o f Easter in the year 2000. Despite 2 years o f able leadership from a handful o f 
interim pastors, the church had withered to a remnant and, possibly, the end o f a 50-year 
ministry. VDMBC began in the garage o f a tract home in the 1950s. Two decades of 
consistent growth encouraged the congregation to build a beautiful 200-seat sanctuary in 
1976. W hat followed was two decades o f consistent decline as the church returned to a 
garage-sized congregation by the year 2000.
The future attenders o f VDMBC, as is the case with any church, were located 
somewhere outside the church facility. Having no staff to direct, secretary to talk to, or 
walls to paint, 1 decided to spend many working hours at the local coffee shop. With cup 
o f coffee in hand and laptop on table, 1 would set to work on a sermon, a teaching, or an 
article for the newsletter. My highest priority work at the coffee shop “office” was 
meeting people. And meet people 1 did, all kinds o f people; moms and dads, teens and 
adults, married and divorced, gays and lesbians. Republicans and Democrats, employed 
and unemployed, African-Americans and Filipinos, Asians and Anglos, attenders and 
non-attenders.
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I was genuinely interested in learning about the people I met. I would ask 
questions like: Who are you? What do you do for a living? When did you move to 
Pacifica? Where do you live? How many kids do you have? Eventually I would ask,
“Do you go to church?” More than half would respond, “No,” and proceed to offer a 
reason, or two, for their non-attendance. Many o f these acknowledged reasons for non- 
attendance were not what I expected to hear. My perceptions concerning the reasons for 
non-attendance in Pacifica were different from the actual reasons being acknowledged by 
non-attenders. What were the actual reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica? And for 
that matter, what were the actual reasons for non-attendance in America? 1 did not know 
the answer to either question. As part o f an initial literature review, 1 was able to gain 
insight into the reasons for non-attendance in America.
For over 50 years, research studies have produced data revealing the reasons for 
non-attendance at Christian churches in America. For example, Fichter (1954) studied 
non-attending Catholics in the urban south and discovered “seven relatively reliable 
reasons” : parental neglect, lack o f religious training, family disorganization, mixed 
marriages, personality o f priests, traumatic experiences, and drifting (pp. 75-78). Hale 
(1977) interviewed 165 persons in six heavily unchurched counties in the United States 
and assembled a taxonomy o f Americans who did not attend because they were true 
unbelievers, happy hedonists, anti-institutionalists, and cop-outs (p. vii). Hoge (1981) 
interviewed 182 non-attending Catholics and found that people objected to Catholic 
moral teachings, confession, and changes in the Mass (p. 86). In 1988, the Princeton 
Religious Research Center conducted national quantitative studies (telephone surveys) 
asking non-attenders, “When you stopped attending church or synagogue, which o f the
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following statements on this card describes the reason?” The top two selected reasons for 
non-attendance in 1988 were Found other activities, 26%; and Started making my own 
decisions, 25%  (pp. 44, 45). The reasons for non-attendance in America were also 
discovered in the research o f Hartman (1976), Rauff (1979), Hadaway (1990), Bredholt 
(1992), Pritchard (1996), Dempsey (1997), Rainer (2001), and many other sources. So 
the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in America were, to a large extent, 
known. But did these reasons apply to Pacifica? The answer to that question was 
unknown. So 1 decided to find out myself, but 1 also began to consider a related series o f 
questions.
1 also wondered if  Christians shared in my ignorance o f the actual reasons for 
non-attendance in Pacifica. Is there, perhaps, a widespread misperception concerning the 
actual reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica? And if  so, what are the consequences o f 
such ignorance as it relates to outreach, evangelism, and church growth in general? After 
much reflection, I decided I not only wanted to discover the actual reasons for non- 
attendance in my community, but also to test the perceptions o f attenders concerning 
those reasons. It became my hope that answers to these questions would be o f pragmatic 
interest to the churches in Pacifica and also a meaningful contribution to church growth 
literature.
After consultation with my dissertation committee, 1 chose a quantitative 
methodology for the study. Using the numerical data collected from two self­
administered questionnaires, I would be able to examine the perceived and acknowledged 
reasons for non-attendance and, furthermore, using statistical analysis, test for 
discrepancies between those perceived and acknowledged reasons.
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A process that began, unknowingly, with a simple desire to meet and witness to 
the non-attenders o f my community, had evolved into a formal research study with a 
statement o f  problem, a statement o f purpose, and research questions. “Many are the 
desires o f a m an’s heart, but it is the Lord’s purpose that prevails” (Prov 19:21).
This study tested the perceptions o f  attenders concerning the reasons for non- 
attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. “The first step” in the study o f perception, 
say Ittleson and Cantril (1954), “is the recognition that our up-to-the-now knowledge is 
not adequate to account for some particular phenomenon and the formulation o f this 
difficulty into a problem” (p. 9). In Pacifica, the up-to-the-now knowledge concerning 
the reasons for non-attendance, as both acknowledged and perceived, was not adequate, 
hence a statement o f this problem was formulated.
Statement o f the Problem
Although formal research on the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches 
in America has been conducted, it is not known how these reasons apply to the Pacifica 
community o f California, a suburb o f San Francisco. Furthermore, little, if  any, research 
has been conducted to compare the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by non- 
attenders with the reasons as perceived by attenders.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine the reasons for non-attendance at 
Christian churches in the Pacifica community; in particular, to examine and compare the 
reasons as acknowledged by non-attenders (acknowledged reasons) with the reasons as 
perceived by attenders (perceived reasons).
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Research Questions
This study investigated the following three research questions;
1. W hat are the acknowledged reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica?
2. W hat are the perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica?
3. Is there a discrepancy between the acknowledged and perceived reasons for 
non-attendance in Pacifica?
Conceptual Framework
The purpose o f this study and the findings therein can be linked to the theory o f 
attribution. Attribution theory has been called “one o f the most popular conceptual 
frameworks in social psychology” (Hewstone, 1983, p. ix). Fritz Heider is widely 
considered “the founding father o f attribution theory” (Weiner, 1980, p. xv). In his 
groundbreaking book The Psychology o f  Interpersonal Relations, Heider (1958) 
elucidated the core o f attribution theory, “In everyday life we form ideas about other 
people and about social situations. We interpret other people’s actions and we predict 
what they will do under certain circumstances” (p. 5). According to Weary, Stanley, and 
Harvey (1989), when attributors form ideas about their perceptions they make inferences 
“about a person’s dispositions or other psychological states” (p. 3). This study examined 
the veracity o f  attenders’ perceptions and corresponding attributions concerning the 
reasons for non-attendance in the Pacifica community o f California.
This study is also linked to attribution theory in other ways. Harvey, Weary, and 
Stanley (1985) outlined four basic tenets o f  attribution theory. Succinctly summarized, 
the four basic tenets are that attributions are pervasive, often inaccurate, cormected to 
behavior, and related to the needs o f human adaptation (pp. 2-3).
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Attribution is a pervasive activity that may occur “spontaneously” or involve 
“more deliberate inferential or deductive activities” (p. 2). This study was predicated on 
the assumption, as attribution theory teaches, that non-attenders would be willing to make 
self-attributions concerning the reasons for their non-attendance and, likewise, attenders 
would be willing to attribute to non-attenders the reasons for non-attendance. The fact 
that over 1,100 attenders and non-attenders participated in this study seems to lend 
support to the view that attribution is indeed a pervasive activity.
Attributions will often not be completely accurate (Harvey et al., 1985, p. 3). 
Heider (1958) discusses attribution under the banner o f “naive psychology” (p. 5). 
Attribution is naïve in the sense that such perceptions are not scientifically formulated 
and, therefore, more likely to be erroneous. Hewstone (1983) notes that when 
“observable behavior” is linked to “unobservable causes,” the result could be “a web of 
erroneous myths and proverbs” (p. 4). The potential for erroneous attributions was 
examined in this study as expressed by the third research question; Is there a discrepancy 
between the acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica?
According to Harvey et al. (1985), “people, by and large, behave according to 
their perceptions” (p. 3). Heider (1958) illustrates the point thusly, “If  a person believes 
that lines in his palm foretell his future, this belief must be taken into account in 
explaining certain o f  his expectations and actions” (p. 5). According to Kelley (1972), 
the process o f  attribution “undoubtedly effects [the attributor’s] subsequent behavior in 
the interaction and his attitudes towards the other person” (p. 1). Since attribution and 
action appear to be linked, this study sought to reveal the erroneous attributions o f 
attenders in the hope that outreach strategies would be based more on truth than error.
6
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Attributions often serve “the needs of human adaptation” (Weary et ah, 1989, 
p. 3). Attributions are based on a “need to understand, organize, and form meaningful 
perspectives about the myriad events people observe every day. . .  . Without such an 
understanding o f our social world, events would be unpredictable and uncontrollable”
(p. 5). Perhaps an example is fitting here. Imagine an attender has been trying, 
unsuccessfully, for years to convince a non-attending friend to attend church. Whenever 
he invites his friend to church, he gets the same curt reply, “No thanks,” followed by an 
uncomfortable silence or quick change o f subject. The attender does not know the actual 
reasons for his friend’s non-attendance; however, in his own mind he has erroneously 
attributed to his friend a reason for his non-attendance. “He must have been seriously 
hurt by the church in the past,” the attender believes, “that’s why he quickly changes the 
subject.” His friend’s actual reason is that he has a deep mistrust for all forms o f 
organized religion. This example illustrates how people make attributions, often 
erroneously, to serve the needs o f human adaptation, in this case adapting to the feelings 
o f rejection or frustration. This type o f attribution is aimed at facilitating the attributor’s 
feelings o f security and control and represents “a classic premise in attribution work”
(p. 3). In order to shine light on possible erroneous attributions, this study compared the 
actual and perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica. The hope was that the 
findings might serve to correct the erroneous attributions and misguided adaptive 
behavior o f attenders, especially o f those who are leaders and teachers.
The theory o f  attribution is “inextricably intertwined with perceptual processes” 
(Weary et al., 1989, p. 4). Concerning perceptual processes and the making o f 
attributions, Hinton (1993) writes, “Interpersonal perception is all about how we decide
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what other people are like and the meanings we give to their actions” (preface). Hinton 
continues,
Our perception o f  a person goes beyond a simple registering o f the way they look and 
sound: we make inferences. . . . The information available to us is limited yet we 
can sum people up with little difficulty. But we might be wrong in our inferences. . . . 
This gives rise to the question: are we like Sherlock Holmes, able to interpret the 
most subtle cues to a person’s character and behavior accurately, or are our inferences 
more like Watson, somewhat inaccurate? (p. 2)
Borrowing Hinton’s detective metaphor, a central purpose of this study was to determine
if  attenders in Pacifica were more Holmesian (accurate) or Watsonian (inaccurate) in
their ability to perceive and attribute the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches
in Pacifica.
Significance of the Study
One goal o f this study was to examine the acknowledged, or actual, reasons for 
non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. Over 500 non-attenders living in 
Pacifica were surveyed and their acknowledged reasons for non-attendance were 
empirically analyzed and presented as general factors and specific reasons. It is hoped 
that these insights into the actual reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica will inform the 
development o f effective, research-based outreach, evangelism, and assimilation 
strategies for the churches in Pacifica.
Another goal o f this study was to examine the perceived reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica as expressed by attenders o f Christian churches in the community. 
Over 600 attenders were surveyed and their perceived reasons for non-attendance were 
empirically analyzed and presented as general factors and specific reasons. It is hoped 
that these new insights into the perceptions o f attenders, especially when compared to the
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acknowledgments o f non-attenders, will yield new perspectives on the hazards o f 
misperception and false attributions and inspire the need for increased dialogue between 
attenders and non-attenders.
When the acknowledged reasons for non-attendance were empirically compared 
with the perceived reasons, significant discrepancies were noted. It is hoped that this 
finding will inspire a reassessment by attenders o f their mental models concerning the 
reasons for non-attendance. Misperceptions and erroneous attributions are common to 
interrelationships o f human beings. This study demonstrated that such errors o f judgm ent 
can be empirically discerned and, hopefully, result in a more accurate perception o f 
reality.
As far as I know, this may be the first study to employ statistical analysis to 
compare the perceived and acknowledged reasons for non-attendance within a single 
community. If this is the case, it is hoped that the findings and methodological approach 
will contribute to the growing scholarship on the nature o f non-attendance in America.
As part o f the literature review for this study, 412 specific statements revealing 
reasons for non-attendance in America were gleaned from research studies and other 
related sources (see Appendix A). From these 412 pieces o f data, 55 specific reasons 
were identified and became the content area for the questionnaire used in this study. 
Additionally, non-attenders in this study recorded 395 personalized reasons for non- 
attendance using the open-ended response items on the questionnaire (see Appendix B).
It is hoped that Appendices A and B will serve as valuable sources o f data for church 
leaders, scholars, and future researchers.
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Finally, this study allowed me to thoroughly immerse myself in the topic o f non- 
attendance both in America and my local community. With humble satisfaction that my 
scholarly and vocational competence was enhanced by the experience, I feel some o f the 
joy associated with the determined effort o f Solomon: “So 1 turned my mind to 
understand, to investigate and to search out wisdom and the scheme o f things”
(Eccl 7:25).
Definitions of Key Terms
The following terms are defined as used in this study.
Church: A Protestant or Catholic church located in Pacifica.
Non-attenders: Adult residents o f Pacifica, California, who have not attended a 
weekly Christian church service over the past 6 months.
Attenders: Adult residents o f Pacifica, California, who attend a weekly Christian 
church service at least twice per month.
Church Leaders: Pastors, board members, or other attenders who hold positions 
o f leadership in one o f Pacifica’s Protestant or Catholic churches.
Acknowledged Reasons: Reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by non- 
attenders.
Perceived Reasons: Reasons for non-attendance as perceived by church leaders 
and attenders and attributed to non-attenders.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was delimited to adult residents o f Pacifica who either attend church or 
do not. Adult attenders were delimited to those who attend Christian church services at
10
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least twice a month. Adult non-attenders were delimited to those who have not attended a 
weekly Christian church service over the past 6 months.
Limitations of the Study
The convenience sampling procedures used in this survey research do not permit 
the findings to be generalized to the entire population o f attenders and non-attenders in 
Pacifica. Findings were generalized only to the participants.
The use o f self-administered questionnaires does not allow the level o f respondent 
involvement with the instrument to be measured, nor is it possible to know for sure who 
actually completed the questionnaire.
Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 begins with a personal narrative as a means o f introducing how the 
problem for this study was realized. This realization led to the statement o f the problem, 
the purpose o f the study, and the research questions. Chapter 1 also includes the 
significance o f  the study, the definition o f key terms, as well as the limitations and 
delimitations.
Chapter 2 is a review o f the relevant literature. The analysis o f the literature was 
framed by the following four questions researchers have been studying for the past 50 or 
more years: How many Americans do not attend church? How are Americans who do 
not attend church defined? How are Americans who do not attend church labeled? What 
are the reasons for non-attendance in America? The chapter concludes with a summary 
and the introduction o f a fifth question, which became the central question addressed by 
this study.
1 1
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Chapter 3 outlines the methodology o f the study, including the research and 
instrument design, the population and sample, the validation and pilot testing o f the 
instrument, and, lastly, the procedures for data collection and analysis.
Chapter 4 begins with a presentation o f descriptive statistics for the sample 
followed by the analyzed data from factor analysis and reliability testing. The resulting 
5-factor solution underlying the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in 
Pacifica is presented. The acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance are 
then presented on a factor-by-factor basis. The chapter concludes with the findings from 
analyses using independent samples Mests to compare acknowledged and perceived 
reasons for non-attendance.
Chapter 5 commences with a summary o f the study and then presents the major 
findings o f the study in response to the three research questions. The chapter ends with a 
discussion section and recommendations for future research.
12
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose o f this study was to examine the nature of non-attendance in the 
Pacifica community; in particular, the actual reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged 
by non-attenders (acknowledged reasons), and the perceptions concerning non-attendance 
as perceived by attenders (perceived reasons). Acknowledged and perceived reasons were 
compared to test for discrepancies.
Since the 1950s, studies have been conducted, and many books have been written, 
to contribute knowledge related to the nature o f non-attendance in America. Much o f the 
focus o f these works has been on the following four questions:
1. How many Americans do not attend church?
2. How are Americans who do not attend church defined?
3. How are Americans who do not attend church labeled?
4. What are the reasons for non-attendance in America?
How Many Americans Do Not Attend Church?
If the extent o f non-attendance in Pacifica had been 5%, it is doubtful that 1 
would have conducted this study. If, for example, on a typical Sunday morning in 
Pacifica the beaches and baseball fields were barren and the churches were packed with 
worshippers, this study might have concerned itself with church planting or foreign
13
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missions. Unfortunately, the extent o f non-attendance in Pacifica is significantly higher 
than 5%, perhaps 10 times higher. As such, the vast number o f Americans who do not 
attend church has directly contributed to the need for this study.
In 1974, the Glenmary Research Center used the data from the Churches and 
Church Membership in the United States: 1971 study to conduct “the first statistical 
analysis o f  the extent and distribution o f the unchurched in America” (as cited in Hale, 
1977, p. vi). The Glenmary Research Center estimated that there were 80 million 
Americans who do not attend church, or 39% o f the total population. Since the 1970s, 
the Princeton Religious Research Center and the Barna Research Group have conducted 
regular, scientific surveys to estimate the number o f Americans who do not attend 
church.
Princeton Religious Research Center
For their 1978 research project. The Unchurched American, the Princeton 
Religious Research Center (PRRC) designed a scientific sampling “to produce an 
approximation o f the adult civilian population, eighteen years and older living in the 
United States” (Princeton, 1978, Technical Index). According to the 1978 data, 61 
million American adults do not attend church (“unchurched”), or 41% o f the adult 
population. Ten years later, the PRRC designed a similar sampling and concluded that 
the number o f Americans who do not attend church rose to 78 million, or 44% o f the total 
population (Princeton, 1988, p. 2). In 1998, the Gallup organization, in association with 
the PRRC, reported that the percentage o f Americans who do not attend church remained 
at 44% (Gallup & Lindsay, 1999, p. 96).
14
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Bam a Research Group 
The total number o f Americans who do not attend church, as reported by the 
PRRC in 1978 and 1988, was questioned by the findings o f a 1991 study conducted by 
the Bama Research Group (BRG). The BRG estimated that the number o f American 
adults who do not attend church (“unchurched”) was actually only 39 million, or 21% of 
population (Bama Research Group, 2004, p. 1). On a percentage basis, the BRG finding 
was 23 percentage points less than the 44% estimated by the PRRC in 1988. In 2000, the 
BRG estimate rose to 65-70 million, or 33% of the total adult population (Bama Research 
Group, 2005, p. 1). In 2004, the BRG reported a total o f 75 million adult Americans who 
do not attend church, or 34% of the population (Bam a Research Group, 2004, p. 1). I 
contacted the BRG and asked them how they account for the 92% increase in their 
findings from 1991 to 2004. Cameron Hubiak (personal communication, July 7, 2004) 
replied, “We have not done research yet as to why we have seen such a dramatic increase 
in the number o f unchurched.” In 2007, the BRG reported a total o f 73 million 
Americans who do not attend church.
As depicted in Table 1, the BRG estimates have been consistently less than the 
PRRC estimates. Apart from the 1991 BRG study, the estimated percentage o f American 
adults who do not attend church has remained between 33% and 44% o f the total 
population for nearly three decades.
The consistent difference between the estimates o f the BRG and the PRRC might 
be connected to the different definitions used to identify non-attenders. The next section 
will discuss how researchers have defined Americans who do not attend church.
15
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Table 1











o f  Total 
U.S. Adult 
Population
1978 The Unchurched American, Princeton 
Religious Research Center and The 
Gallup Organization (1978, p. 3)
61,000,000 41
1988 The Unchurched American-10 Years 
Later, Princeton Religious Research 
Center (1988, p. 2)
78,000,000 44
1991 The Bam a Research Group 
(2004, p. 1)
39,000,000 21
1998 The Gallup Poll
(Gallup & Lindsay, 1999, p. 96)
78,000,000 44





2004 The Bam a Research Group 
(2004, p. 1)
75,000,000 34
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How Are Americans Who Do Not Attend Church Defined?
In 1978, Roozen conducted a quantitative profile o f The Churched and the 
Unchurched in America. Roozen believed that the differing estimates o f the percentage 
o f Americans who do not attend church depend, in part, on the definition used (p. 5). J. J. 
Johnson (personal communication, July 7, 2006) o f the Glenmary Research Center had 
the following comment on the varying approaches to defining non-attenders; A 
“denomination may include non-baptized church attendees in their adherent count. They 
may do this by including members that participate in Sunday school, inquiry classes and 
outreach programs as part o f their adherent base.” Hale (1980) also noted that 
denominations and local churches take different approaches to defining non-attender, to 
implementing the “rubrics o f belonging” (p. 10). So how have Americans who do not 
attend church been defined?
In his landmark study Who Are the Unchurched?, J. Russell Hale (1977) defined 
the unchurched simply as those who “do not report as a member” (p. 3). H ale’s 
definition required a negative personal response— “do not report”— to what Joseph 
Fichter (1954), a sociologist, called “institutional criteria” (p. 15). Other examples o f 
institutional criteria include baptism and confirmation. Fichter also emphasized 
“personal criteria,” by which he meant “attending services and participating, to some 
degree, in the fellowship” (p. 15).
The Princeton Religious Research Center (PRRC) labeled someone unchurched 
based on a negative personal response to an institutional or personal criterion (or both). 
The PRRC (1988) defined the unchurched as those “who are not members of a church 
[institutional criterion] or have not attended services in the previous six months [personal
17
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criterion] other than for special religious holidays, weddings, funerals, or the like” (p. 2). 
It is important to note that the PRRC included synagogues as “a church” in the 
definitional foundations for their research.
Diverging from the PRRC, the Bama Research Group (BRG) did not consider a 
synagogue a “church.” As such, the BRG (2004) added the term Christian to their 
definition; The unchurched are defined as “an adult (18 or older) who has not attended a 
Christian [italics added] church service within the past six months, not including a 
holiday service (such as Easter or Christmas) or a special event at a church (such as a 
wedding or funeral)” (p. 1). I agreed with the BRG, and used the expression Christian 
church in the definition for this study. In reference to Fichter’s two criteria, the BRG 
explained why they did not provide for a negative personal response to institutional 
criteria, “Our definition o f the unchurched requires a negative personal response to the 
most fundamental o f all church activities; attendance” (Hubiak, personal communication, 
July 7, 2005). On this note, I also agreed with the BRG and, thus, my definition did not 
allude to membership or other institutional criteria.
For his study. Dean R. Hoge (1981) defined the inactive member based only on 
attendance history (personal criteria). In comparison to the PRRC and BRG definitions, 
Hoge doubled the attendance number from once to twice, and doubled the time frame 
from 6 months to 1 year. Hoge defined the inactive Roman Catholic member as one who 
has “not attended mass at least twice in the past year, apart from weddings, funerals, 
Christmas and Easter” (p. 6).
The definitions used by the PRRC, the BRG, and Hoge all conclude with a 
similar qualification that attendance at special services, like Christmas and Easter, does
18
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not disqualify one from inclusion in the population o f Americans who do not attend 
church. Hadaway’s (1990) assessment o f the ongoing attempt to define non-attenders 
seems accurate, “There is no single type o f ‘unchurched’ person, and, in fact, 
considerable confusion exists over who is unchurched and who is not” (p. 17).
In my definition o f the non-attender, I tried to address the “special service” 
qualifier with the expression— weekly Christian church service. In my view, a weekly 
Christian church service rules out special services like Christmas, Easter, weddings and 
the like.
After careful consideration o f the definitions employed by previous researchers, 
here is how I defined non-attenders for this study: Adult residents o f Pacifica, California, 
who have not attended a weekly Christian chureh service over the past 6 months.
It is apparent from the literature related to non-attendance that part and pareel with 
defining Americans who do not attend church is inventing labels for them.
How Are Americans Who Do Not Attend Church Labeled?
The labeling o f others, and the labeling o f oneself, seems to be an ubiquitous 
reality in our society. For example, I have labeled myself as a faithful member o f  Red  
Sox Nation. But I don’t stop there, for I also label New York Yankee fans members o f  
the Evil Empire. Those who have studied non-attendance in Ameriea have employed a 
plethora o f terms to label those who do not attend church, as Table 2 illustrates.
Fichter (1954) used the terms “marginal” and “dormant” to label non-attending 
Catholics in the South (p. vii). Fordyce W. Detamore, an evangelist, studied non­
attending Seventh-day Adventists as part o f his evangelistie ministry. Detamore (1965) 
labeled those not attending with the general term “backsliders,” and then labeled an
19
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Table 2
Terms Used to Label Americans Who Do Not Attend Church
T erm s and 
E xpressions
Source
T erm s and 
E xpressions
Source
N on-church  
affiliated people




Hadaway, 1990, p. 18
U nchurched Murray, 1940, p. I
R eligious leave- 
takers
Hadaway, 1990, p. 18
D orm ant Fichter, 1954, p. 12
Solitary
C hristians
Hadaway, 1990, p. 18
R eligious nones Vernon, 1968, p. 219 Ignostics Hunter, 1992, p. 23
C rypto-believers Hale, 1977, p. vi N onrelig ious
persons
Hoge, Johnson, & 
Luidens, 1994, p. 154
O utsiders Dudley, 1979, p. 66 Form erly
churched
Klaas, 1996, p. 53
U npresent
Gallup & Poling, 1980,
p. 1
Secular people Galloway, 1999, p. 13
B acksliders
Perry, Davis, Doyle, & 
yPgO, p.
D echurched Hammond, 2001, p. I
Indifferent Perry et a i, 1980, p. 388 R adically
unchurched
Reid, 2002, p. 1
N om inal Perry et al., 1980, p. 388 E xiles Frost, 2006, p. 100
Inactive
m em bers
Jones, 1988, p. 1 U nclaim ed Glenmary Research 
Center (2007)
C hurch-dropouts Hadaway, 1990, p. I U nconvinced 2006, p . P2
additional 26 specific types o f backsliders under two sub-categories which he labeled 
“difficult to reclaim” and “more easily reclaimed” (pp. 15-40). Hale (1977) interviewed 
165 people and his analysis o f the qualitative data resulted in 12 labels to include 
pilgrims and publicans (p. vii). Hadaway (1990) conducted a quantitative analysis o f 
data from the National Opinion Research Center and labeled “dropouts” as labeled the
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estranged, indifferent, nominals, irreligious traditionalists, and second generation “nones” 
(pp. 13-14).
O f all the labeling terms and expressions appearing in the literature, the most 
common was unchurched. The earliest appearance o f unchurched 1 discovered was in 
Murray (1940) who authored Reaching the Unchurched. Other researchers, both formal 
and informal, who have used unchurched to label non-attenders include the following: 
Sehuller (1974); Hale (1977); Princeton (1978,1988); Roozen (1978); Johnson (1983); 
Frankie1 (1988); Logan (1989); Hadaway (1990); Bama (1990, 1991); Bredholt (1992); 
Easum (1991); Dobson (1993); Strobel (1993); Hoge, Johnson, and Luidens (1994); 
Hunter (1996); Klaas (1996); Pritchard (1996); Dempsey (1997); Sahlin (1998);
Galloway (1999); Gallup and Lindsay (1999); Rainer (2001); Fuller (2001); Hammett 
(2002); Reid (2002); McKee (2004); and Bama Research Group (2004).
The phenomenon o f labeling, it seems, is inherently fraught with potential for 
misinterpretation and misrepresentation. All terms have permeable boundaries and, 
according to Taylor (1998), are “irreducibly complex” (p. 16). For example, for his 
definition o f the word church for the Encyclopedic Dictionary o f  Religion, O ’Brien 
(1979) used 347 words and referenced nine possible interpretations, depending on five 
possible usages: legal, political, social, ecclesiastical, or theological (p. 757). Hammond 
(2001), in her book. The Church and the Dechurched, Mending a Damaged Faith, 
suggests, “Any term that utilizes ‘church’ as its root can easily be misunderstood due to 
the myriad o f popular conceptions and definitions applied to it” (p. 1). Rainer (2001) 
commented, “The word unchurched naturally implies that a person has no interest in a 
church and never attends a church. Our survey o f  the formerly unchurched indicates.
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however, that relatively few Americans never attend church” (p. 41, emphasis in 
original).
The preference for labeling Americans who do not attend church will, most likely, 
remain a creative and elusive pursuit. Taylor’s (1988) advice in his essay. Critical Terms 
fo r  Religious Studies, is apropos, “If  terms are to be useful for the contemporary study of 
religion, they must not only be strategically selected but must also be critically assessed” 
(p. 16). A critical assessment o f the label unchurched would be a relevant contribution to 
the literature.
More central to this study than the labeling o f those who do not attend church are 
the reasons for their non-attendance. The content area o f the research instrument for this 
study was designed based on an extensive review and analysis o f the literature which 
leads us to the fourth question that has guided research on non-attendance in America—  
What are the reasons for non-attendance in America?
W hat Are the Reasons for Non-attendance in America?
For over 50 years, research studies have produced data revealing the reasons for 
non-attendance at Christian churches in America. Over 400 pieces o f such data have 
been categorized in detail in Appendix A and are illustrated extensively in the pages that 
follow.
Fichter (1954) studied non-attending Catholics in the urban South and discovered 
“seven relatively reliable reasons” : parental neglect, lack o f religious training, family 
disorganization, mixed marriages, personality o f priests, traumatic experiences, and 
drifting (pp. 75-78). Hale (1977) interviewed 165 persons in 6 heavily unchurched 
counties and assembled a taxonomy o f Americans who did not attend because they were
22
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true unbelievers, happy hedonists, anti-institutionalists, and cop-outs (p. vii). In 1978 and 
1988, the Princeton Religious Research Center conducted national quantitative studies 
(telephone surveys) asking non-attenders, “When you stopped attending church or 
synagogue, which o f the following statements on this card describes the reason?” The top 
two selected reasons for non-attendance in 1988 were Found other activities, 26%; and 
Started making my own decisions, 25%  (pp. 44, 45).
Hoge (1981) interviewed 182 non-attending Catholics and expressed the reasons 
for non-attendance as “predispositions” and “facilitating events” (p. 86). Predispositions 
included objections to Catholic moral teachings, confession, and changes in the Mass 
(p. 86). Facilitating events included conflicts with priests, divorce, and moving (p. 87). 
Using survey data from the National Opinion Research Center, Hadaway (1990) learned 
that a great number o f young Americans do not attend because they believe the “church 
represented irrelevant tradition” (p. 30). Bredholt (1992) conducted a national survey 
based on a quota sample o f non-attending, former Lutherans. “They have left,” found 
Bredholt, “because they have other ‘more important’ diversions at this time in their lives” 
(p. 3). Rainer (2001) interviewed 353 non-attenders from every major region in America. 
A repeated reason for non-attendance expressed by Rainer’s interviewees was a negative 
view of Christians and ministers (pp. 33, 60).
Clip-board in hand, church planters have surveyed their communities and have 
learned that many non-attenders do not relate to church, they consider church boring and 
more interested in money than people (Pritchard, 1996; Warren, 1995). Additional 
studies revealing the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in America include
23
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the following: Hartman (1976), Rauff (1979), Oswald and Leas (1987), Becker (1993), 
and Hoge et al. (1994).
The reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in America were also 
revealed across o f  broad spectrum o f topical books. In Exit Interviews, Hendricks (1993) 
interviewed Americans who previously attended church and suggests that many people 
end up rejecting Christianity as “nothing but a confusing set of contradictions” (p. 60). In 
conducting research for Inside the M ind o f  Unchurched Harry and Mary, Strobel (1993) 
learned that “only a small percentage o f unchurched people think that churches are 
tolerant o f people with different ideas” (p. 78). Dempsey (1997) reported myriad reasons 
“why people don't come and why the church must listen” (p. 1). For example, “A large 
majority o f older non-church-goers have abandoned the church because they became 
dissatisfied with the community rather than with their religious identification” (p. 52). 
Other topical books cited in this study include Schuller (1974), Johnson (1983),
Johansson (1984), Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and Tipton (1985), Anderson 
(1990), Hunter (1992), Klaas (1996), and Reid (1999, 2002).
Autobiographical, Acknowledged, and Perceived Statements
As the data reveal, the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in 
America are many and varied. In conducting the review o f the literature for this study, 
412 statements were identified, each expressing a reason, or reasons, for non-attendance. 
These statements can be classified as three different types: autobiographical, 
acknowledged, and perceived. In autobiographical statements, the reasons for non- 
attendance were expressed in the first person. For example, “1 really didn’t understand 
anything that was going on” (Rauff, 1979, p. 53). In acknowledged statements, the
24
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
reasons for non-attendance were expressed by agreeing with a reason provided by a 
researcher. For example, Princeton Religious Research Center (1988) provided the 
reason— “Lifestyle is no longer compatible with a church”— and 13% agreed, i.e., 
acknowledged, that this was a reason why they stopped attending (p. 44). In perceived 
statements, the reasons for non-attendance were reported as a perception, or conclusion, 
by an observer. For example, “They do not think o f the church as plugged in where they 
are” (Hunter, 1992, p. 48).
After each o f the 412 statements were identified in the literature and recorded in a 
data file, they were then analyzed and three general categories emerged: church-related 
reasons, personal reasons, and external reasons.
Church-related Reasons
“Millions o f  adults,” insists Bama (1990), “have consciously rejected the church”
(p. 1). These adults chose to reject the church and if  asked why, many would cite reasons
related to the church (typically negative). Regele (1995), in The Death o f  the Church,
reported several church-related reasons.
Across more than a dozen different focus groups, respondents consistently voiced 
frustration that the church often preaches simplistic answers to complex moral and 
ethical issues. And in most cases it is not even willing to discuss the issues. They 
perceive the church to be a telling institution, not a listening one. (pp. 99-100)
Church-related reasons appear in the literature in five different forms (see Table 3).
Personal Reasons
Some non-attenders do not expressly cite church-related issues as reasons for their 
non-attendance. Instead, these Americans cite personal reasons, for example, “I am an 
atheist” (Reid, 1999, p. 52); or the 26% in a Gallup poll (1988) who stopped attending
25
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Table 3
Church-related Reasons
Five Sub-categories Exam ples
1. Reasons related to the church’s 
beliefs and/or teaching ministry
2. Reasons related to the church’s 
leadership and/or governance
3. Reasons related to the church’s 
ministries and/or mission
4. Reasons related to the church’s 
worship service and/or sermons
5. Reasons related to the church 
community or membership and/or 
community
O f the respondents surveyed, 35%  considered the 
church’s rules about m orality “too  restrictive” 
(Princeton, 1978, p. 32).
“The priest terrified me; we w ere afraid o f  him 
w hen we w ere kids. Some persons rem arked on 
the priests’ aloofness, lack o f  cordiality , 
hoorishness, autocratic m ethods, and so on” 
(Fichter, 1954, p. 77).
“The C hurch hasn’t led the w ay in breaking dow n 
harriers— socio-econom ic, racial, national, ethnic. 
I d o n ’t feel they have led the w ay at all. I t’s the 
C hurch in our society that is sick” (H ale, 1977, 
p.49y
V in ce’s experience with w orship— “Boredom ! 
Bored me to tears!” (H endricks, 1993, p. 115).
A “ large m ajority o f  older non-churchgoers have 
abandoned the church because they becam e 
dissatisfied w ith the com m unity rather than with 
the ir religious identification” (D em psey, 1997, 
p. 52).
because they “found other activities” (p. 44). Personal reasons appear in the literature in 
six different forms (see Table 4).
External Reasons
A final group o f non-attenders, a much smaller group according to the data, cite 
external reasons to explain their non-attendance. In this category, the reasons for non- 
attendance are related to something external preventing them from church attendance. 
Examples include work, poor health, or busyness and are illustrated on Table 5.
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Table 4
Personal Reasons
Six Sub-categories Exam ples
}. Reasons related to personal beliefs 
and/or philosophy
2. Reasons related to personal lifestyle
“M y beliefs are very different from  those found in 
m ost churches” (D em psey, 1997, p. 68).
“Church is for ‘sain ts’ not sinners like m e” (Reid, 
1999, p. 1).
3. Reasons related to personal priorities “C om pared to other excitem ents I can find or buy, 
the C hurch can ’t com pete” (H ale, 1977, p. 42).
4. Reasons related to personal 
relationships
5. Reasons related to a personal 
decision-making and/or personal 
approaches to spirituality
6. Reasons related to a personal 
disappointment with God
“C hildren are grown up and we no longer felt the 
need to go to  church” (H oge, 1981, p. 105).
T w enty-five percent o f  respondents said they 
stopped attending church for the fo llow ing reason: 
“ Started m aking my own decisions” (Princeton, 
1988, p. 44).
“L arry ’s sister G eena endured a great deal o f  pain 
before she died. . . .  A fter G een a’s funeral, Larry 
left the  church, his sim ple, childlike faith 
shattered” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 119).
Table 5
External Reasons
Three Sub-C ategories Exam ples
1. Reasons related to work
2. Reasons related to an overall 
busyness
3. Poor health
“M ost non-church-goers do not have tim e for 
church because they w ork” (D em psey, 1997, 
p.72y
“ I t’s not that I d o n ’t think church is im portant. I 
do, but there doesn’t seem  to be any way to fit it 
into m y schedule” (D em psey, 1997, p. 52).
F our percent o f  respondents said they stopped 
attending church for the fo llow ing reason: “ Poor 
health” (Princeton, 1988, p. 44).
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The question considered in this section was— What are the reasons for non- 
attendance in America? This is a question researchers have gathered data on for at least 
50 years. In Appendix A, the 55 specific reasons for non-attendance and the 412 
supporting statements from the literature have been categorized and the sources cited. 
The three general categories and 14 sub-categories o f reasons are listed below.
Category 1. Church-related Reasons
1. Reasons related to the church’s beliefs and/or teaching ministry
2. Reasons related to the church’s leadership and/or governance
3. Reasons related to the church’s ministries and/or mission
4. Reasons related to the church’s worship service and/or sermons
5. Reasons related to the church’s membership and/or community
Category 2, Personal Reasons
6. Reasons related to personal beliefs and/or philosophy
7. Reasons related to personal life style
8. Reasons related to personal priorities
9. Reasons related to personal relationships
10. Reasons related to personal decision-making and/or personal spirituality
11. Reasons related to a personal disappointment with God
Category 3. External Reasons
12. Reasons related to work
13. Reasons related to an overall busyness
14. Reasons related miscellaneous external factors (for example, poor health, 
lack o f transportation, or relocation
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A Summary and a Fifth Question
Four questions were used as an outline for this literature review. The first 
question was— How many Americans do not attend church? The most recent studies 
suggest the answer is between 65 and 78 million Americans, which represents between 
33% and 44% o f the total population (Bama Research Group, 2007; Gallup & Lindsay,
1999). The millions of non-attending Americans continue to inspire research, as 
exemplified by this study.
The second question was— How are Americans who do not attend church 
defined? Different researchers emphasized different criteria; however, generally 
speaking, the answer was the non-attender’s negative personal response to institutional 
criteria, such as membership, and/or personal criteria, such as attendance.
The third question was— How are Americans who do not attend church labeled? 
The answer was— often and in many different ways. Over 50 different labels were cited 
in this chapter and the most common, by far, was unchurched. In this study, I preferred 
the label non-attender over unchurched because, as a term to represent those who do not 
attend church, it seemed less likely to be misinterpreted.
The fourth question was— What are the reasons for not attending church as 
acknowledged by Americans who do not attend? As illustrated in this chapter and also in 
Appendix A, the answer was many and varied. This literature review identified 55 
specific reasons falling under three general categories: church-related reasons, personal 
reasons, and external reasons. My analytical review o f the literature for this study, 
combined with my reflections as the pastor o f  a church in Pacifica, suggested this fifth, 
perhaps new, question to be addressed by this study— What are the acknowledged and
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perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica, and is there a discrepancy between the 
two?
I will briefly explain how I arrived at this fifth question. As is the case with any 
church, potential new attenders are located somewhere outside the church facility. So in 
the summer o f 2001 I took my “office” into the community to meet non-attenders and 
invite them to church. If they declined my invitation (which the vast majority did) I 
would ask them to share the reasons for their non-attendance. All along, I was testing my 
perceptions concerning the reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica. After months o f such 
dialogue, I learned that the reasons for non-attendance I expected to hear were not the 
reasons I was hearing. As a doctoral student in need o f a dissertation topic, the revelation 
o f my ignorance suggested a possible research topic. So I began to consider a series o f 
questions.
What are the actual reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica? This question became 
the first research question. What are the perceived reasons for non-attendance? This 
question became the second research question. What if  I asked non-attenders to 
acknowledge their reasons for non-attendance, and then asked attenders what they 
perceived the reasons for non-attendance to be, would the two groups be talking from the 
same page? Or would this be a case o f perception not being reality?
An abundance o f research has been conducted to determine the reasons why 
Americans do not attend church. However, surprisingly little, if  any, research has been 
conducted to compare the reasons for non-attendance (as expressed by non-attenders) 
with the perceived reasons for non-attendance (as expressed by attenders). At this point,
I had arrived at an intriguing, relevant, and possibly unique question for a formal research
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study: Is there a discrepaney between the acknowledged and pereeived reasons for non- 
attendanee in Paeifica? This question became the third and final research question. In 
order to empirically address this question, a quantitative methodology was designed, 
which is presented in chapter 3.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLGY
The purpose o f this study was to examine the nature of non-attendance at 
Christian churches in the Pacifica community o f California; in particular, to examine and 
compare the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by non-attenders 
(acknowledged reasons), and the perceptions concerning non-attendance as perceived by 
attenders (perceived reasons).
This chapter presents the research design, the total population and samples, the 
instrumentation, and the procedures for data collection and data analysis.
Research Design
This study was conducted using a quantitative survey research design. The 
survey was designed to examine acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance 
at Christian churches in Pacifica. Two self-administered questionnaires were developed 
and used to survey 1,160 adults residing in Pacifica. The questionnaires were based on a 
5-point Likert scale and collected quantitative data from samples o f 632 attenders and 
528 non-attenders. The data were collected in one effort over a 6-month period.
The research was designed using a quantitative survey approach for several 
reasons: first, to facilitate the collection o f data from a large population, thereby, 
increasing the efficiency and precision o f the study. The employment o f convenience 
sampling procedures and self-administered questionnaires made it possible to survey
32
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
large samples o f attenders and non-attenders from the target population. Additionally, the 
survey design facilitated the collection o f the numerical data required to empirically 
examine the nature o f non-attendance in Pacifica; in particular, to compare acknowledged 
and perceived reasons for non-attendance. A survey design allowed me to ask questions I 
wanted answered and to find out how one group differs from another (Sapsford, 1999, p. 
8). In sum, the survey design fit the research purpose and allowed me to respond to the 
research questions with empirically based knowledge claims.
Population and Sample
The population for this study was all adults residing in Pacifica, California. 
According to the 2000 Census, the total adult population in Pacifica was 29,500 (U. S. 
Census Department, n.d.). The total non-random sample for this study was 1,160 adults 
comprised o f two sub-samples: 632 attenders and 528 non-attenders. Large sample sizes 
were selected in order to increase the relevance and precision o f the study. The sample 
was selected using convenience sampling procedures at a local supermarket (with 
permission o f the store manager) local churches, and other gathering places such as 
residences and community groups.
Over 2,000 questionnaires were distributed and 1,303 were returned. The 
returned questionnaires were carefully reviewed and 143, or 11%, were removed for the 
following reasons: 79 respondents did not meet residency requirement; 38 respondents 
did not meet church attendance (or non-attendance) requirement; 21 respondents did not 
properly complete the questionnaire; and 5 respondents did not complete the 
demographics section.
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Convenience sampling procedures were used in this study. Although random 
sampling is highly preferred, if  not required, if  findings are to be generalized to the 
population o f the sample (Brymand & Cramer, 1990, p. 99; Joliffe, 1986, p. 58), the data 
collected using non-random sampling are not without value. In Research in Ministry, 
Meyers (1997) stated that “all research methods . .  . have value-laden, pragmatic 
consequences for ministry” (p. 33). Kemper, Stringfield, and Teddlie (2003) have 
suggested that research using convenience samples can play a vital, even required, role 
when studying complex issues: “Nearly any complex research question requires more 
than one sampling technique and often involves both probability (i.e., representative) and 
purposive [e.g., convenience] sampling techniques” (p. 273). Convenience sampling was 
used because it permitted the research to be conducted within time and budgetary 
constraints; fit with the exploratory purpose o f the study to “push the boundaries of 
existing knowledge” (p. 292); and finally, would yield value-laden insights into a 
complex research question, namely, perceptions and attributions concerning the reasons 
for non-attendance.
Instrumentation
Appropriate instrumentation to collect the type o f data required by this study 
could not be found; therefore, it was necessary that instrumentation be developed. Two 
self-administered questionnaires were designed to collect data for a quantitative analysis 
o f the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in the Pacifica community o f 
California. One questionnaire collected data from attenders, the other from non- 
attenders. Both questionnaires were structured so that the respondents remained 
anonymous. Both questionnaires included a cover letter, instructions page, demographics
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section, and a content area to collect data on the reasons, as acknowledged and perceived, 
for non-attendance. Numerical data were collected using a Likert-scaling technique. The 
questionnaires are attached as Appendices D and E.
The questionnaire for non-attenders collected data to examine the acknowledged 
reasons for non-attendance. Respondents were required to acknowledge their reasons for 
non-attendance along a 5-point Likert scale. An odd number o f five response categories 
was chosen to allow for a middle-ground response, I  Neither Agree Nor Disagree. The 
middle-ground response was included based on the likelihood that respondents would not 
have an opinion on all 55 survey items (reasons for non-attendacne). Each scaled 
response was assigned a numerical value for purposes o f statistical measurement. The 
scaled responses and numerical assignments were as follows;
1 = I  Strongly Disagree (this is definitely not a reason why I  am not attending
church)
2 = 1 Disagree (this is not a reason why I  am not attending church)
3 = I  Neither Agree Nor Disagree
4 = I  Agree (this is a reason why I  am not attending church)
5 = I  Strongly Agree (this is definitely a reason why la m  not attending church). 
The expression, why I  am not, identified the response choice as a personal 
acknowledgment, thus an acknowledged reason for non-attendance.
The questionnaire for attenders collected data to examine the perceived reasons 
for non-attendance. Respondents were required to express their perceived reasons for 
non-attendance along a 5-point Likert scale. The scaled responses, each reflecting a 
personal perception, were as follows:
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1 = I  Strongly Disagree (this is definitely not a reason why Pacifiicans do not 
attend church)
2 = 1 Disagree (this is not a reason why Pacifiicans do not attend church)
3 = I  Neither Agree Nor Disagree
4 = I  Agree (this is a reason why Pacifiicans do not attend church)
5 = 1  Strongly Agree (this is definitely a reason why Pacifiicans do not attend  
church).
The other-directed expression, why Pacifiicans do not, identified the response choice as a 
personal perception, thus a perceived reason for non-attendance. A fuller discussion on 
instrumentation is included in the Procedure section.
This study required the measurement o f attitudes, levels o f agreement or 
disagreement, towards the reasons for non-attendance. Literature on scaling technique 
was reviewed (Fishbein, 1967; Mueller, 1986; Rodeghier, 1996), and a 5-point Likert 
scale was selected. The Likert scaling technique is considered a proven approach to the 
creation o f multiple-item measures and a reliable tool to consistently measure the object 
o f the questions asked (Bryman & Cramer, 1990, p. 63; Converse, 1984, p. 21; 
Rodeghier, 1996, p. 15).
Instrument validity was established in three ways; an extensive review o f the 
literature; a pilot-study; and a review by experts on my dissertation committee. A 
comprehensive review o f the literature provided solid evidentiary support for the content 
area o f the instrument, the 55 survey items (“reasons for non-attendance”). The literature 
review yielded 412 specific statements, each evidencing a reason, or reasons, for non- 
attendance. After a series o f categorizations, these 412 statements provided the
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evidentiary support for the 55 survey items. Each o f the 55 items, with the support data 
from the literature, is attached as Appendix A. The goal o f this process was to ensure the 
survey items were supported by data and not simply “made up.”
Pilot-studies were conducted with the attending and non-attending group. Since 
the research instruments were used to measure abstract concepts— attitudes towards the 
reasons for non-attendance— particular care was taken to maximize the quality o f the 
instrument and procedures (Mueller, 1986, p. 57). Extensive feedback was received from 
the pilot studies, and important revisions to the instrument were made. A fuller 
discussion o f the pilot studies is in included in the Procedure section.
Prior to formal use in data collection, the research instruments were reviewed, 
edited, and approved as amended by the members o f my dissertation committee.
Procedure
As a pastor in Pacifica, California, the research location, I reflected often on the 
reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in my community. My reflections led to 
a desire for answers that, in turn, led me to select a topic for this dissertation. The 
problem examined was the need for research related to the reasons for non-attendance in 
the specific Pacifica community o f California. The topic was approved and I commenced 
a literature review and the formation of a research methodology.
As I reviewed the literature on the topic o f non-attendance in America, I began to 
formulate specific research questions for my study in Pacifica. Eight research questions 
were initially proposed. In consultation with my committee members, it was determined 
that eight questions would have required too broad a study. As a result, the number o f 
research questions was narrowed to the following three: What are the acknowledged
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reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica? What are the perceived reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica? Is there a discrepancy between the acknowledged and perceived 
reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica? This last question, requiring the testing for 
discrepancies between perceived and acknowledged reasons for non-attendance, was, 
according to my literature review, a potentially new contribution to the growing 
scholarship.
In order to arrive at a formal dissertation proposal, I needed to develop an 
appropriate methodology to address three research questions. A qualitative approach 
utilizing 100 or more interviews with attenders and non-attenders was first considered. 
Although the interview approach had yielded important insights and findings in previous 
studies (Hale, 1977; Hoge, 1981), it was rejected as time and cost prohibitive so I turned 
my attention to quantitative approaches.
After reviewing previous quantitative approaches to studying the reasons for non- 
attendance (Barna, 1990; Fichter, 1954; Princeton, 1978, 1988), it became clear that a 
quantitative survey design was the best choice to address the research questions. The 
research design facilitated the survey o f large samples and the collection o f  the numerical 
data required for the statistical analysis. The quantitative methodology was reviewed, 
edited, and approved by my committee members.
The methodology that was approved included the proposed instrumentation: two 
self-administered questionnaires, one for attenders and one for non-attenders. 1 was not 
able to locate, or modify, an intact questionnaire that met the data collection requirements 
o f this study. Hence, the questionnaires were designed for this study. The design 
progressed in four non-contiguous phases: defining attenders and non-attenders; selecting
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the scaling technique; selecting the response items; crafting the instructional and 
demographic sections; pilot-testing the instruments; and lastly, approval o f the 
instruments by committee members.
Defining Attenders and Non-attenders
Sample selection was contingent upon the precise defining o f both sub-samples: 
attenders and non-attenders. Definitions were developed in conjunction with a careful 
consideration o f previous definitions used in formal studies (Bama Research Group, 
2004; Hale, 1977; Princeton, 1978).
If  a person attended a service one time in a 6-month period, Bam a (2004) and the 
Princeton Religious Research Center (PRRC, 1978) considered him or her “churched.” 1 
considered this requirement too low and decided on “at least twice per month.” The 
PRRC included synagogue-attending Jews among the “churched.” I wanted my data to 
reflect only the views o f Christian church attenders so my definition required attendance 
at a “Christian church service.” The definition o f attenders I settled upon was: Adult 
residents o f  Pacifica, California, who attend a weekly Christian church service at least 
twice per month.
Concerning a definition o f non-attenders, I agreed with PRRC (1978) and BRG 
(2004) who defined an unchurched person as one who, over a 6-month period, had not 
attended church at all, other than for special religious holidays, weddings, funerals, or the 
like. Hale (1977) defined the unchurched as anyone who “did not report as a member”
(p. 3). Hale’s definition lacked the precision I considered necessary to identify a truly 
committed non-attender. Eventually I settled on a slightly modified version o f the PRRC 
and Bama definition: Adult residents o f  Pacifica, California, who have not attended a
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weekly Christian church service over the past 6 months. The term “weekly” was used to 
rule out the kinds o f special services referred to by PRRC and Bama.
Selecting the Scaling Technique 
In order to collect numerical data for quantitative analysis a scaling technique 
had to be selected. Literature on scaling technique was reviewed (Fishbein, 1967; 
Mueller, 1986; Rodeghier, 1996) and a 5-point Likert scale was selected. Rodeghier 
concluded, “Scales o f five points or more are reasonably reliable, which means that they 
consistently measure the object o f the question” (p. 15).
The nature o f this study made selection o f the response categories somewhat 
challenging. Most o f the scaling categories 1 examined were brief, two or three words, 
for example, I  Agree or I  Strongly Disagree. The categories in my study required more 
words, and slightly different words, in order to reflect the difference between a 
perception and an acknowledgment. This is illustrated on the scale for attenders, see 
Figure 1, which expresses a perception o f the attender with the wording why Pacificans 
do not attend church.
Response Categories







a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
I Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 







this is not a 
reason why 
Pacificans 






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
1. The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs. X
Figure 1. Response categories for attenders.
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In contrast, the scale for non-attenders, see Figure 2, expresses a personal 
acknowledgment with the wording why I  am not attending church.
Response Categories







a reason why 





a reason why 








this is not 
a reason why 







a reason why 
I am not 
attending 
church
1. The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs. X
Figure 2. Response categories for non-attenders.
1 used the wording a reason so that respondents would realize what they were 
agreeing or disagreeing to, that is, the reason provided in the first column: The church 
lacks tolerance fo r  different beliefs. The explanatory information was left o ff the middle 
category, 1 Neither Agree Nor Disagree, because it seemed self-explanatory in the midst 
o f the four other options. I added the word definitely to the scales because 1 wanted to try 
to isolate the reasons for non-attendance, perceived or acknowledged, that evoked a 
strong and unequivocal response.
Selecting the Response Items 
The 55 response items that form the content area o f the questionnaires were 
arrived at through an extensive process o f analyzing and categorizing data as outlined by 
Cresswell (2003, pp. 190-195). The first step was the identification o f 412 specific 
statements in the literature, each revealing a reason, or reasons, for non-attendance at 
Christian churches. These 412 pieces o f  data were then prepared for analysis by typing
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them into a Microsoft Word document. The data were then repeatedly read through and 
the reasons were sorted around with the goal o f identifying broad themes. Eventually, the 
data were able to be placed in three general categories o f meaning and labeled as church- 
related reasons, personal reasons, and external reasons. Under the three general 
categories, 14 sub-categories and 55 specific reasons for non-attendance were identified. 
The 55 reasons were deemed a fairly comprehensive and representative sampling o f the 
reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in America and permitted respondent 
attitudes towards many aspects o f non-attendance to be tested. “Questions on 
controversial issues should be broken down into components, so that the tester can 
determine the respondent’s feelings about many aspects o f the problem” (Young, 1966, p. 
196). The three general categories, 14 sub-categories, 55 specific reasons, and the 412 
specific statements from the literature are attached and properly cited in Appendix A.
Crafting the Instructional and Demographics Section
Both questionnaires included a cover letter introducing the researcher and 
explaining the nature, purpose, and goal o f  the study. The cover letter also explained that 
participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Mailing instructions were 
included at the end o f the letter.
Both questionnaires included a demographics section. At the top o f the section, in 
bold lettering, was a notification o f consent. Démographie data on gender, marital status, 
local residency, and age were collected from both attenders and non-attenders. Church 
attendance, or non-attendance, was verified by requiring a “Yes” or “N o” response to the 
definitions o f attender and non-attender. Unique to the demographic section for attenders
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were questions to distinguish leaders from non-leaders and determine how long the 
respondent has been attending church.
The self-administered design was an appropriate choice for a potentially sensitive 
topic like the reasons for non-attendance. Fowler (1993) adds, “Self-administered 
procedures are thought to be the best [when dealing with sensitive topics] because the 
respondent does not have to admit directly to an interviewer a socially undesirable or 
negatively valued characteristic o f behavior” (p. 58). Additionally, the self-administered 
questionnaire is an appropriate choice “when a researcher wants to ask a large number of 
items that are similar in form. Having an interviewer read long lists o f similar questions 
can be awkward” (Fowler, 1993, p. 57).
Both questionnaires were anonymous to protect the respondents and reduce the 
threat often imposed by sensitive questions (Fox & Tracy, 1986, p. 13). Anonymity was 
emphasized when passing out the surveys and again in the cover letter. To ensure 
respondent confidentiality no space for name or address was provided.
A survey o f sensitive topics, like church attendance, might produce biased 
responses on a non-anonymous questionnaire. The two questionnaires in this study were 
anonymous. “A basic technique for encouraging honest answers to sensitive questions is 
to collect responses anonymously” (Pyrczak, 1999, p. 64). Also, the questionnaires were 
self-administered to allow time for the respondent to give thoughtful answers (Biemer, 
2003, p. 196).
Pilot-testing the Instruments 
“It often pays,” write Connor and Morrell (1964), “to precede a large-scale
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inquiry by a pilot survey . . .  to bring to light unsuspected problems or show that certain 
questions or instructions are liable to be misinterpreted” (p. 22). Likewise, Young (1966) 
stresses the importance o f eliminating all uncertainty, especially the indefinite response 
(p. 197). Foreman (1991) summarized the aim o f pilot testing:
The aim o f pilot testing is to evaluate trial survey questionnaires and procedures as an 
aid to the decision making entailed in finalizing them. For this, pilot tests are used to 
provide relevant insight, data, and experience as a basis for decisions to accept, 
improve, or discard parts o f all o f the tested survey questionnaires and procedures; for 
comparison and choice between tested alternatives; and for various analyses designed 
to provide administrative and sample design parameters and, when needed, 
assessments o f survey concepts, responses and the like. (p. 435)
Each questionnaire was pilot-tested using members o f the respective sub-samples, 
attenders and non-attenders. The group o f non-attenders included seven adult residents 
o f Pacifica, four women and three men, who had not attended a weekly Christian church 
service over the past 6 months. The participants were chosen from among my existing 
contacts.
The group o f attenders included seven adult residents o f Pacifica, three leaders 
and four non-leaders, who attend a weekly Christian church service at least twice per 
month. The participants were selected from three different churches in the city.
Pilot-testing proceeded in two phases. In phase one, participants were instructed 
to read the cover letter and instructions page and complete the questionnaire, highlighting 
anything that caused confusion, concern, or uncertainty. Because o f the sensitive nature 
o f the topic, however, the participants were not required to record their response choices. 
After the participants completed the questionnaire, all highlighted items were noted and 
thoroughly discussed in open forum.
In phase two, the participants were provided with a set o f questions aimed at 
revealing potential problems with the questionnaire. The following questions, suggested
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by Rensis Likert, were provided: Are people with different points o f view able to 
respond in different ways? Are all items stated using clear, concise, and straightforward 
statements? Are all the statements single-barreled? Does each statement avoid every 
kind of ambiguity? (as cited in Fishbein, 1967, p. 90). In reference to procedural matters, 
the following set o f questions was provided: Are the instructions for completing the 
survey clearly written? Do the respondents know how to indicate responses? Do the 
respondents know what to do with the completed survey? Is privacy respected and 
protected? (Fink, 1995, p. 119). Pilot test participants were instrueted to use these 
questions as a guide for a second careful review o f the questionnaire. After the 
participants completed the second phase, all highlighted items were noted and thoroughly 
discussed in open forum.
Feedback from the two pilot-test groups yielded relevant insights and significant 
revisions to the self-administered questionnaires. Revisions were made in four 
categories: first impressions, perceived redundancies, procedural clarifications, and 
possible misinterpretations. The four categories are presented in Table 6. Once the 
revisions from pilot-testing were made, the questionnaires were submitted to my 
committee members for a final review process. The members approved the 
questionnaires and the process o f data collection commenced.
Sample Seleetion and Data Collection
Sample selection and data collection were accomplished in two phases. The goal 
was to select convenience samples o f 500 or more attenders and 500 or more non- 
attenders. In the first phase, a total sample o f 632 attenders was selected using only one 
convenience sampling method. In the second phase, a total sample o f 528 non-attenders
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Table 6
Four Categories o f  Revisions From Pilot-Testing
Category Explanation Illustration o f  a R evision M ade
F irst Im pressions R evisions w ere m ade in 
response to  first im pressions 
eliciting  an indefinite reaction 
or a negative desire to proceed.
The tested questionnaire was one-sided 
and seven pages in length. A first 
im pression w as that the questionnaire 
was visually intim idating. Tw o-sided 




R evisions w ere m ade in 
response to  perceptions that the 
instructions and som e o f  the 
response items w ere redundant.
A com m on perception  was that som e o f  
the response items seem ed to be saying 
the sam e thing. A fter a careful review  
o f  the items in question , five sets were 
com bined and the num ber o f  response 
items was reduced from  60 to 55.
Procedural
Clarifications
R evisions w ere m ade based on 
an indefinite response to  the 
procedures or instructions for 
com pleting the questionnaire.
A question was asked, “ S houldn’t the 
m arital status line include ‘d ivorced or 
separated’?” The tested  questionnaire 
had only three options— m arried, single, 
and w idow ed. A “D ivorced/Separated” 




R evisions w ere m ade in 
response to  expressed 
m isin terpretations o f  an 
intended m eaning.
The tested cover letter included the 
phrase “why people are choosing not to 
attend church serv ices.” O ne person 
interpreted “people” as “all people;” in 
other w ords, “no o n e” in Pacifica is 
a ttending church services. The w ording 
settled on was “share the reasons w hy 
you are not attending church at this 
tim e.”
was selected using multiple convenience sampling procedures.
In the first phase, the convenience sample o f attenders was selected. Attenders 
were defined as adult residents o f Pacifica, California, who attend a weekly Christian 
church service at least twice per month. Attenders were selected in direct cooperation
4 6
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with local churches. The first step was to contact each church by phone and make an 
appointment to meet with the pastor, or representative o f the pastor. At the appointment,
I introduced myself, and briefly explained the nature o f the research, the survey 
instrument, procedures for distribution, and answered any questions. I also explained that 
the questionnaires were anonymous, self-administered, and returned directly to me in a 
pre-addressed, stamped envelope provided. Although the expense in envelopes, labels, 
printing, and stamps was significant, the low administrative responsibility for church 
participation, I believe, increased participation significantly. The last step was to request 
the church’s participation in the study. Twelve churches agreed to participate, 2 Catholic 
and 10 Protestant.
Each o f the 12 participating churches was then instructed to select a proctor.
Since most o f the churches in Pacifica were small, the pastor typically served as the 
proctor. At a later date, I met with each o f the proctors and trained them on how to make 
the presentation to the membership, identify qualified participants, and distribute the 
questionnaires. I explained that the questionnaires were anonymous, self-administered, 
and to be completed without assistance at a time and place of the respondent’s choosing. 
Once completed, the questionnaires were to be returned directly to me in the envelope 
provided. I also explained to the proctors that their presentation would be supported by 
the fact that attached to each questionnaire was a introductory cover letter; an instructions 
page clearly explaining how to complete and return the questionnaire; and a 
demographics section to verify respondents met the definition o f attender. Three o f the 
proctors requested that I come and assist them in making the presentation, which I did.
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One by one, the presentations were made at each o f the 12 churches and over 
1,000 questionnaires were distributed to potential participants. The questionnaires were 
completed and mailed directly to my residence. When the survey envelopes arrived, the 
questiormaires were removed and scanned to ensure they were completed properly and 
that each respondent met the definition o f attender. The questionnaires were separated 
into two stacks: usable and unusable. This procedure continued for approximately 2 
months, until the number o f usable questionnaires exceeded 500. The final total o f usable 
questionnaires was 632. At this point, I turned my attention to the seeond phase o f 
sample seleetion and data eollection.
In the second phase, the convenience sample o f non-attenders was selected. Non- 
attenders were defined as adult residents o f Paeifiea, California, who have not attended a 
weekly Christian ehurch service over the past 6 months. It was predicted, accurately as it 
turned out, that identifying and selecting the sample o f 500 or more non-attenders would 
be difficult and time consuming. Consequently, a variety o f convenience sampling 
methods, at different settings, were employed.
The vast majority o f convenience sampling o f available and willing participants 
were located at a loeal supermarket. The store was selected because it was the largest 
and busiest establishment in the eity. W ritten permission to conduet research at the store 
was obtained from the store manager and reported to the Institutional Review Board at 
Andrews University. To maximize my contact with customers, I selected a location 
directly outside a primary exit. As adult customers exited, 1 asked them, “Would you be 
willing to take home and complete a survey?” Interested customers inevitably asked, 
“What is the survey about?” Before directly answering this question, I responded, “This
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survey is for adult residents o f Pacifica who have not attended a Christian church service 
over the past 6 months.” If the interested customer met this qualification, 1 proceeded to 
briefly introduce m yself and explain the nature and purpose o f the research. If the 
customer agreed to participate, 1 handed him or her a questionnaire and explained how to 
complete and return it. Over 600 questionnaires were distributed to potential participants 
at the supermarket.
Convenience sampling was also conducted at community groups in Pacifica.
Prior to the start o f  my study, I had already developed extensive contacts in many o f the 
local community groups. The procedure for convenience sampling at each o f the 
community groups was identical. The first step was to contact one o f the leaders o f the 
prospective group and explain in full the nature and purpose o f the study. After this 
phone conversation, my request was brought to the governing board o f the group for 
consideration and an up or down vote. Several boards turned down my request, and 
several granted me permission to visit and make a direct presentation. At a pre-arranged 
date and time, 1 arrived at a gathering o f the group to make my presentation. I was 
introduced by one the leaders, typically the president, who briefly explained who I was 
and why I had been invited. Once I was given the floor, I thanked the leaders for inviting 
me and proceeded to present the nature and purpose o f the study. While explaining how 
to complete and return the questionnaire, I was careful to note that the questionnaire was 
anonymous, self-administered, and only for adult residents o f Pacifica, California, who 
have not attended a weekly Christian church service over the past 6 months. After 
answering questions, I thanked the group and announced that questionnaires would be 
available at a specified location in the room and anyone willing to participate could take
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one home. Presentations were made at the Lion’s Club, the Pacifica M other’s Club, the 
Pacifica Tennis Club, and the local branch o f the American Association o f University 
Women. The procedure for convenience sampling at each o f the community groups was 
identical. Approximately 100 questionnaires were distributed to potential participants at 
community groups.
Another method o f convenience sampling used was snowball sampling. First,
I contacted all the non-attenders I knew and asked them to participate in the study and 
refer me to other potential members for the non-attending sample. All those contacted 
and willing to participate were explained the nature and purpose o f the research and given 
instruction on how to complete and return the questionnaire. Approximately 50 
questionnaires were distributed to potential participants using snowball sampling.
A final method used was door-to-door canvassing at various locations in the city.
I intentionally selected residential areas in the northern end of the city. The supermarket 
where the majority o f the sampling took place was located in the southern end o f the city. 
Once the resident arrived at the door, I introduced myself and explained that I was 
conducting research among adult residents o f Pacifica, California, who have not attended 
a weekly Christian church service over the past 6 months. Many o f the residents 
immediately said they do attend services, so I thanked them and moved on to the next 
house. For residents who met the definition o f non-attender and were willing to 
participate, I explained the nature and purpose o f  the research and how to complete and 
return the questionnaire. In some cases, both the husband and wife agreed to participate 
in the study. Approximately 100 questionnaires were distributed to potential participants 
using this method.
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An estimated total o f 2,000 questionnaires were distributed to attenders and non- 
attenders and 1,303 were returned. The returned questionnaires were carefully reviewed 
and 143, or 11%, were removed for the following reasons; 79 respondents did not meet 
residency requirement; 38 respondents did not meet church attendance (or non- 
attendance) requirement; 21 respondents did properly complete the questionnaire; and 5 
respondents did not complete the demographics section.
Data Analysis
Quantitative data analysis for this study was done with the aid o f  Microsoft Excel 
for data entry purposes and Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for data 
analysis purposes. The purpose was to test the data from attenders and non-attenders in 
order to examine the acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendanee at 
Christian churches in Pacifica and to test for discrepancies between the two sets o f data.
Factor and Reliability Analysis 
Factor analysis, considered an effective tool for exploratory data analysis 
(Vermunt & Magidson, 2005, p. 41), was conducted on a single set o f variables, 55 
reasons for non-attendance, with the intent o f  discovering “which variables in the set 
form coherent subsets [factors] that are largely independent o f one another” (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 1996, p. 635). A series o f iterations, beginning with 12 factors, was run using 
the data from non-attenders, and a 5-factor solution, based on the Varimax rotation, was 
deemed to adequately represent the factors underlying the acknowledged reasons for non- 
attendance.
It was decided that the factor structure for this study be established using the data 
from non-attenders. A baseline factor structure based on the data from non-attenders (the
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actual reasons for non-attendance) was deemed the more value-laden data set for the most 
likely audience o f future readers; namely, church leaders in Pacifica and church growth 
scholars in America who are trying to develop effective strategies for the evangelism and 
assimilation o f non-attenders. When the data collected from the total sample of 
respondents (attenders and non-attenders) were applied to the baseline factor structure 
and tested using reliability analysis, the internal consistency was deemed reliable (see 
Tables 18-19 in chapter 4).
All factor loadings exceeded .300 and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure 
o f Sampling Adequacy produced a value or .908, considered more than sufficient to 
support the findings o f factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 642). Reliability 
analyses were conducted on each o f the five factors. Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged 
from .71 to .91, and thus the measures possessed a reliable level o f internal consistency 
and were deemed “useful” (Aron & Aron, 2002, p. 271).
Qualitative Analysis
Qualitative data were also collected and analyzed using two open-ended survey 
items. Questions 56 and 57 on both questionnaires provided space for both attenders and 
non-attenders to freely state reasons (as acknowledged and perceived) for non-attendance 
at Christian churches in Pacifica. These 799 pieces o f qualitative data, 404 from 
attenders and 395 from non-attenders, were categorized through an extensive process o f 
analyzing and categorizing data as outlined by Cresswell (2003, pp. 190-195). The first 
step was preparing the data for analysis by entering it into two Microsoft Word 
documents, one for acknowledged reasons, and one o f perceived reasons. Each set o f
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data was then repeatedly read through and reasons were sorted around with the goal o f 
identifying broad themes.
The data from non-attenders (acknowledged reasons) were placed in three general 
categories o f  meaning and labeled as church-related reasons, personal reasons, and 
religion-related reasons. Under each general category, subcategories and specific 
acknowledged reasons were identified. For a detailed description o f these qualitative data 
from non-attenders, see Table 23 in chapter 4 and/or Appendix B.
The data from attenders (perceived reasons) were also placed in three categories 
o f meaning and labeled as church-related reasons, personal reasons, and culture-related 
reasons. Under each general category, subcategories and specific perceived reasons were 
identified. For a detailed description o f these qualitative data from attenders, see Table 30 
in chapter 4 and Appendix C.
Research Question 1 
The acknowledged reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica 
were examined using factor and reliability analysis. The goal o f factor analysis was to 
reduce a large number o f variables, in this case 55, to a smaller number o f  underlying 
factors (or constructs) that describe the variables (George & Mallery, 2006, p. 246). 
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), principal component analysis is “the solution 
o f choice for researchers who are primarily interested in reducing a large number o f 
variables down to a smaller number o f components” (p. 664). Five underlying factors o f 
reasons were identified and deemed reliable.
Acknowledged reasons were also analyzed using the numerical data collected 
from the Likert-scaling technique. The Likert scaling technique is considered a proven
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approach to the creation o f multiple-item measures and a reliable tool to consistently 
measure the object o f the questions asked (Bryman & Cramer, 1990, p. 63; Converse, 
1984, p. 21; Rodeghier, 1996, p. 15). The cumulative mean scores were calculated for 
each of the 55 response items (reasons for non-attendance) and the Top 10 acknowledged 
reasons were presented.
Lastly, the acknowledged reasons for non-attendance were examined using 
qualitative data analysis. Qualitative research methods facilitate the collection and 
studied use o f empirical materials— in this study survey data—to describe the “meaning 
in individuals’ lives”— in this study the meaning associated with non-attendance at 
Christian churches in Pacifica (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 3). Non-attenders submitted 
freely stated reasons to describe the reasons for their non-attendance. These handwritten 
responses were analyzed and categorized into broad recurring themes o f meaning 
(Merriam, 2001, p. 160).
Research Question 2 
The perceived reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica were 
examined in relation to the initial 5-factor structure established for non-attenders. Using 
the data from the attending sample, the mean factor scores for the perceived reasons were 
calculated and presented.
Perceived reasons were also analyzed using the numerical data collected from the 
Likert-scaling technique. The Likert scaling technique is considered a proven approach 
to the creation o f multiple-item measures and a reliable tool to consistently measure the 
object o f the questions asked (Bryman & Cramer, 1990, p. 63; Converse, 1984, p. 21; 
Rodeghier, 1996, p. 15). The cumulative mean scores were calculated for each o f the 55
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response items (reasons for non-attendance) and the Top 10 perceived reasons were 
presented.
Lastly, the perceived reasons for non-attendance were examined using qualitative 
data analysis. Qualitative research methods facilitate the collection and studied use o f 
empirical materials— in this study survey data— to describe the “meaning in individuals’ 
lives”— in this study the meaning associated with non-attendance at Christian churches in 
Pacifica (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005, p. 3). Attenders submitted freely stated reasons for 
their non-attendance. These handwritten responses were analyzed and categorized into 
broad recurring themes.
Research Question 3
Using the numerical data collected from each sample (attenders and non- 
attenders), statistical analysis was conducted to test for discrepancies between the 
acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance in the Pacifica community. A 
series o f independent samples f-tests was conducted to compare the equality o f  mean 
scores o f attenders with non-attenders on a factor-by-factor basis. The independent 
samples f-test is an appropriate test to “compare the means of two samples to determine if  
those means differ significantly” (Diekhoff, 1992, p. 140). Significant discrepancies 
between the two groups were noted.
In addition to testing for discrepancies on a factor-by-factor basis, discrepancies 
were also tested for on a reason-by-reason basis. A series o f 55 independent samples 
t-tests was conducted to determine if  there were any significant mean differences 
between attenders and non-attenders on each o f  the scaled reasons for non-attendance. 
Statistical significance was set at .01. Taken into consideration was the fact that with
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large sample sizes small differences might be statistically significant, yet not necessarily 
a difference either o f  practical significance or o f scientific import (McNemar, 1962, p.
69; Sapsford, 1999, p. 90). On this note, the effect size, Cohen’s d, for each case was 
determined. According to Cohen (1988), an effect size o f .80 or higher is considered 
“large” (p. 26); therefore, the discrepancies presented were limited to the 14 cases with an 
effect size o f .80 or higher.
This chapter presented the research methodology selected to examine the nature 
o f non-attendance at Christian churches in the Pacifica community o f  California; in 
particular, to examine and compare the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by 
non-attenders (acknowledged reasons), and the perceptions concerning non-attendance as 
perceived by attenders (perceived reasons). A primarily quantitative design, with a 
qualitative component, was selected and utilized to analyze the research questions. In the 
final two chapters, the data and findings are presented.
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CHAPTER FOUR
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction
The purpose o f this study was to examine the nature of non-attendance in the 
Pacifica community o f California; in particular to examine and compare the reasons for 
non-attendance at Christian churches as acknowledged by non-attenders (acknowledged 
reasons); and the reasons for non-attendance as perceived by attenders (perceived 
reasons).
This chapter begins with a presentation o f the descriptive statistics for the total 
sample and each sub-sample (attenders and non-attenders). The next section covers the 
data from factor analysis which resulted in the identification o f five factors underlying 
the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. The five factors are then 
explained and the rotated component matrix for five factors is presented. Reliability 
estimates and Cronbach alpha scores for the factor solution are presented next. The 
acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance are then presented on a factor- 
by-factor basis. The findings o f independent samples t-tests comparing factors and 
individual items are presented. Lastly, the chapter concludes with a summary o f the 
major findings.
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Statistics of the Sample
The population for this study was all adult residents of the Pacifica community o f 
California. The total sample for this study was 1,160 adults. In this sample, 632 
respondents were attenders, whereas 528 were non-attenders. In this sample, 37% were 
male and 63% were female. Married people made up 70.1% of the sample, single people 
made up 14.8%, widowed 6.6%, and divorced/separated 8.6%. With respect to age, 
18-30-year-olds accounted for 9.1% o f the sample, 31-40-year-olds represented 16.9%, 
41-50-year-olds 23.6%, 51-60-year-olds 22.2%, whereas 61 and older accounted for 
28.3% o f the sample.
For the attenders, 7.9% have attended church between zero and five years, 5.1% 
have attended church between 6 and 10 years, 10.8% have attended church between 11 
and 20 years, 9.7% have attended church between 21 and 30 years, while 66.5% have 
attended church 31 years or more. For the attenders, 19% were leaders whereas 81% 
were non-leaders. Descriptive statistics for the sample are presented in Tables 7 and 8.
Factor and Reliability Analysis
Principal component factor analysis was used to examine the underlying 
dimensions o f the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. The goal 
o f factor analysis was to reduce a large number o f variables, in this case 55, to a smaller 
number o f underlying factors (or constructs) that describe the variables (George & 
Mallery, 2006, p. 246). According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), principal component 
analysis is “the solution o f choice for researchers who are primarily interested
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Table 7







Male 224 35.4 204 38U6 428
Female 407 64.4 323 61 730
Missing 1 .2 1 .2 2
Age
18-30 31 4.9 74 14.0 105
31-40 84 13.3 111 21.0 195
41-50 141 22.3 132 25.0 273
51-60 134 21.2 123 23.3 257
61 and older 241 38.8 86 16.3 327
Missing 1 .2 2 .4 3
Marital Status
Married 465 73.6 345 65.3 810
Single 64 10.1 107 20.3 171
Widowed 59 9.3 17 3.2 76
Divorced/Separated 44 7.0 55 10.4 99









0-5 years 50 4.3
6-10 years 32 2.8
11 -20 years 68 5.9
21-30 years 61 5.3
31 or more years 419 66.5
Missing 2 .2
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in reducing a large number o f variables down to a smaller number o f components” (p. 
664). The Varimax rotation (orthogonal) method was chosen over an oblique 
methodology because the desire was to test for uncorrelated factors (Field, 2005, p. 3) 
and to “develop constructs as independent o f one another as possible” (Comrey, 1973, 
p. 157). The exploratory nature o f this study also suggested a Varimax rotation which 
“offers ease o f interpreting, describing, and reporting the results” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
1996, p. 666).
Analyses were conducted on a sample size of 528 non-attenders, which Comrey 
and Lee (1992) consider “very good” (p. 200). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure 
o f Sampling Adequacy produced a value o f .908 which, according to Kaiser, is 
“marvelous” (as cited in George & Mallery, 2006, p. 256). It was decided that the factor 
structure for this study be established using the data from non-attenders. A baseline 
factor structure based on the data from non-attenders (the actual reasons for non- 
attendance) was deemed the more value-laden data set for the most likely audience o f 
future readers; namely, church leaders in Pacifica and church growth scholars in America 
who are trying to develop effective strategies for the evangelism and assimilation o f non- 
attenders. When the data collected from attenders, and the total sample o f respondents, 
were applied to the baseline factor structure and tested using reliability analysis, the 
internal consistency o f both data sets was deemed reliable (see Table 9).
The criteria for determining the number o f factors were (a) an examination o f the 
scree plot and (b) factor eigenvalues equal to 1 or greater. A series o f iterations, 
beginning with 12 factors, was run on the data from the non-attending sample. An 
examination o f the scree plot suggested four to seven factors. The various factor
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Table 9
Reliability Estimates fo r  Five Factors
Factors Items Non-attenders Attenders Total Sample
1. Church- 
related Issues
11,2, 1 ,4 , 15, 
31, 16, 10,38, 
5 2 ,3 3 ,1 8 ,1 7 , 





4 1 ,4 6 ,5 5 ,4 0 ,





2 4 ,3 7 ,2 0 ,2 2 ,





3 2 ,7 ,1 9 ,8 ,6 ,




1 3 ,1 2 ,5 3 ,5 ,
4 9 ,4 3 ,3 9
a=.76 a=.77 a=.84
solutions were considered and the 5-factor solution, with initial eigenvalues ranging from 
from 1.92 to 12.56, was deemed an adequate factorial representation o f the 55 
acknowledged reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica.
The 5-factor solution was deemed an adequate representation o f the 55 items 
based on the following two criteria. First, factor loadings should be equal to or higher 
than .30 which is considered “good” and “a fairly commonly used cutoff level for 
orthogonal factor loadings” (Comrey, 1973, p. 225). All the loadings in the 5-factor 
solution were .30 or higher (see Table 10). The second criterion was the meaningfulness
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Table 10
Rotated Component Matrix fo r  Five Factors
1 2 3 4 5
Response Church- Personal Personal Personal Personal
Items Note. C. = church. related Decisions Preconceptions Disconnects Priorities
11. C. lost the spiritual part of religion .745
2. C. tone too authoritarian .740
1. C. lacks tolerance for different beliefs .708
4. C. is out of touch with today’s world .706
15. C. not doing enough to help those in need .669
31. Negative feelings about c. pastors .646
30. Disagree with the c. view on sexuality .635 .303
16. C. not concerned with social issues .633
10. C. more interested in money than people .633
28. C. is filled with hypocrites .596 .306
38. C. too much like a bureaucracy .593
52. C. not able to answer questions asked .578
33. Disliked the religious education program .524 .331
18. C. competes with other churches .522
17. Organized religion is an evil thing .502 .438
21. Too much preaching about hell .502 .334
29. Would not be accepted just as I am .492
9 Disappointment with a c. leader .486 -.359
48. Spiritual freedom limited by c. attendance .479 .365
3. C. attendance not required to be spiritual .457
14. Arrive at religious beliefs apart from c. .394
35. C. always wants people to do things .375 .301
41. Divorced (separated) and never returned .732
46. Concerned about the quality of childcare .695
55. Health-related issues .686
40. Children are grown up .644
54. C. attendance no longer helpful to career .643
45. C. let me down at a real time of need .594
49. Work schedule prevents c. attendance .591 .302
36. Moved and never returned to c. .586
51. Personal disappointment with God .547
47. C. beliefs too hard too understand .397
43. Spouse (sig. other) does not attend .393 .303
23. Bad experience with c. member(s) .350 .388
50. Unable to find the right c. .373
24. Childhood memories of c. are negative .619
37. Have no motivation to go to c. .556
20. Overall c. experience too boring .551 .389
22. Sermons are too boring .546 .326
44. Started making my own decisions .536
42. No longer attend to please a friend .371 .500
26. Would not relate to the people at c. .425
27. Would not feel needed by the c. .405 .419
25. C. attendance involves too much conflict .371 .406
32. Doubt the existence of God .670
7. The c. is irrelevant .392 .573
19. Would not connect meaningfully with c. .453 .537
8. Different religious beliefs .330 .511
6. C. does not provide meaning for life .382 .461
39. Parents didn’t encourage c. attendance .439 .358
34. Lifestyle incompatible with c. attendance .328 .347 .357
13. Involved with other activities on Sunday .770
12. Sundays set-aside for family (myself) .766
53. Sleep in on Sunday mornings .626
5. Too busy to make time for c. attendance .606
Note. C = Church
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o f the derived factors. Each o f the factors was internally consistent and, apart from the 
minor ambiguities inherent to factor analysis, well defined hy the variables (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 1996, p. 705).
The five factors were labeled based on the discernment of an underlying concept 
that best unified the variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996, p. 677). The labels selected 
were church-related issues, personal decisions, personal preconceptions, personal 
disconnects, and personal priorities. The percentage of variance represented by each 
factor was as follows; church-related issues (15.9%), personal decisions (10.2%), 
personal preconceptions (7.1%), personal discormects (6.2%), personal priorities (5.6%). 
Each o f the five factors is explained in Table 11 and further illustrated on subsequent 
pages.
Table 11
Five Factors Underlying the Acknowledged Reasons fo r  Non-attendance
F a c to r E x p la n a tio n
1. Church-related Issues R easons for non-attendance are clearly directed at the church 
and in m ost cases are explicitly negative.
2. Personal D ecisions R easons for non-attendance are sourced in a personal decision 
based on a life circum stance or previous interaction w ith the 
church.
3. Personal Preconceptions R easons for non-attendance are sourced in a personal 
preconception that church attendance w ill be a negative 
or non-w orthw hile experience.
4. Personal D isconnects R easons for non-attendance are sourced in a sense o f  personal 
disconnect from  the church, typically  related to spirituality 
and/or m eaning creation.
5. Personal P riorities R easons for non-attendance are sourced in personal priorities 
o ther than church attendance.
63
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1. Church-related Issues. Reasons for non-attendance are clearly directed at the 
church, and in most cases are explicitly negative. Under the church-related factor, non- 
attenders point the finger at the church to acknowledge the reasons for their non- 
attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. Examples o f the church-related factor of 
reasons are illustrated here: (a) The church’s tone is too authoritarian; (b) Too much 
preaching about hell; (c) Disliked the church’s religious education program.
2. Personal Decisions. Reasons for non-attendance are sourced in a personal 
decision based on a life circumstance or previous interaction with the church. Under the 
personal decisions factor, non-attenders’ reasons typically suggest they were former 
attenders who made a decision to not attend. Some examples o f the personal decisions 
factor o f reasons are illustrated here: (a) Moved and never returned to church; (b) 
Stopped attending during a divorce and never returned; (c) No longer attend because the 
children are grown up.
3. Personal Preconceptions. Reasons for non-attendance are sourced in a 
personal preconception that church attendance will be a negative or non-worthwhile 
experience. Under the personal preconceptions factor, non-attenders possess a negative 
mental model concerning different aspects o f church attendance. Some examples o f the 
personal preconceptions factor o f  reasons are illustrated here: (a) The overall church 
experience is too boring; (b) The church is filled with hypocrites; (c) Would not be able 
to relate to the people at church.
4. Personal Disconnects. Reasons for non-attendance are sourced in a sense o f 
personal disconnect from the church, typically related to spirituality and/or the inability 
to connect meaningfully with a church service. Under the personal disconnects factor.
64
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
non-attenders judge that their approach to spirituality is incompatible with (would not 
connect with) the church’s approach. Some examples o f the personal disconnects factor 
o f  reasons are illustrated here: (a) Doubt the existence o f God; (b) Church does not 
provide meaning for life; (c) Lifestyle is incompatible with participation in a church.
5. Personal Priorities. Reasons for non-attendance are sourced in personal 
priorities other than on church attendance. Under the personal priorities factor, non- 
attenders are not expressly negative about the church; rather, they simply have other 
things they choose to do on Sunday mornings. Some examples of the personal-priorities 
factor o f reasons are illustrated here: (a) Sleep in on Sunday mornings; (b) Too busy to 
make time for church attendance; (c) Involved with other activities on Sunday morning.
Reliability analyses were conducted on each o f the five factors using the data 
from the sample o f non-attenders, the sample o f attenders, and the total sample (see Table 
13). Across the three samples tested, the Cronbach alpha scores ranged from .71 to .91, 
thus the measures possessed a reliable level o f internal consistency and were deemed 
“useful” (Aron & Aron, 2002, p. 271).
Research Question 1
What are the acknowledged reasons from non-attendance in Pacifica? The 
acknowledged reasons, as expressed by non-attenders, were examined using the 
numerical data collected from a self-administered questionnaire utilizing a 5-point Likert 
scale. A high score indicates agreement with a reason for non-attendance and a low score 
indicates disagreement. As reflected in Table 12, all o f the acknowledged reasons for 
non-attendance, when analyzed from a factor perspective, score below a mean score o f 
3.0, which on the Likert scale is I  Neither Agree Nor Disagree. In other words, the 528
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Table 12
Non-attenders’ Acknowledged Reasons (by Factor)
Factors Mean
Church-related Issues 2.97 .70
Personal Preconceptions 2.92 .68
Personal Disconnects 2.89 .81
Personal Priorities :L58 .78
Personal Decisions 2.14 .61
Note. /? < .05.
non-attending respondents did not acknowledge a cumulative agreement with any o f the 
five factors.
This finding begs the question: What then are the specific reasons that non- 
attenders most commonly acknowledge as their reasons for non-attendance? The answer 
to this question, which is the first research question, is reflected by the rank ordering o f 
mean scores shown in Tables 13 to 17. On Table 13, the reasons within church-related 
factor, the acknowledged reason with the highest mean score was Church attendance is 
not required to be a truly religious person  (M=3.91). Coincidentally, this was the highest 
scoring acknowledged reason among all 55 reasons. Tables 14 to 17 present a rank 
ordering by mean scores for the rest o f the 55 acknowledged reasons for non-attendance. 
Table 14 presents the specific reasons from the personal preconceptions factor; Table 15 
presents the personal disconnects factor; Table 16 presents the personal priorities factors; 
and Table 17 the personal decisions factor. Table 18 presents the Top 10 acknowledged 
reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in the Pacifica community o f  California.
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Table 13
Acknowledged Reasons by Item Within Factor (Church-related Issues)
Item R eason M ean SD
3 C hurch attendance is no t required to  be a tru ly  relig ious person 3.91 1.18
1 The church  lacks to lerance  for d ifferen t beliefs 3.41 1.27
2 The ch u rch ’s tone is too  authoritarian 3.40 1.18
4 The church  is ou t o f  touch  w ith to d ay ’s w orld 3.35 1.14
14 A desire  to arrive at re lig ious beliefs apart from  church 3.26 1.22
11 T he church  has lost the spiritual part o f  religion 3.11 1.20
38 T he church  is run too  m uch like a governm en t bureaucracy 2.97 1.16
10 The church is m ore in terested  in m oney  than  people 2.90 1.14
21 T oo m uch preach ing  abou t hell 2.88 1.20
18 C hurches com pete  w ith  o ther churches 2.87 1.09
9 E xperienced  a serious d isappoin tm ent w ith  a church leader (or leaders) 2.77 1.35
31 N egative feelings abou t church pastors and leaders 2.76 1.13
16 The church is no t concerned  enough w ith  social issues 2.75 1.07
29 W ould not be accepted  ju s t as 1 am 2.75 1.20
33 D isliked the ch u rch ’s re lig ious education  program 2.73 1.02
35 The church  is alw ays try ing  to get people  to do som ething 2.68 .94
15 T he church is no t do ing  enough to help those in need 2.66 1.13
17 O rganized relig ion is an evil th ing 2.23 1.22
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Table 14
Acknowledged Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Preconceptions)
Item R eason M ean SD
37 H ave no m otivation  to go to church 3.53 1.19
44 Started  m aking m y ow n decisions and decided not to  attend church 3.30 1.31
28 T he church  is filled  w ith  hypocrites 3.22 1.21
22 S erm ons are too  boring 3.01 1.05
20 The overall church experience is too boring 2.98 1.09
26 W ould not be able to  relate to the people  at church 2.80 1.11
24 C hildhood  m em ories o f  church are negative 2^5 1.24
27 W ould not feel needed  by the church 2.48 .97
25 C hurch attendance involves too  m uch conflic t 2 .44 1.00
Table 15
Acknowledged Reasons b y  Item Within Factor (Personal Disconnects)
Item R eason M ean SD
30 W ould d isagree w ith  the church’s v iew s on sexuality 3.50 1.24
19 W ould not connect m eaningfu lly  w ith  a church service 3.16 1.18
8 D ifferen t relig ious beliefs than C hristian  churches 3.00 1.44
48 Spiritual freedom  w ould  be lim ited by church attendance 2.92 1.29
6 T he church does no t provide m eaning for life 2 .90 1.24
7 T he church is irre levant 2.65 1.23
34 L ifesty le is incom patib le  w ith partic ipa tion  in a church 2.62 1.13
32 D oubt the ex istence o f  G od 2.40 1.42
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Table 16
Acknowledged Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Priorities)
Item R eason M ean SD
13 Involved w ith o ther activ ities on Sunday  m orn ing 2.96 1.27
12 Sundays are set aside for fam ily (personal) activ ities 2^3 1.22
43 Spouse (s ign ifican t other) does no t attend 2.66 1.26
5 T oo busy to  m ake tim e for church attendance 2.65 1.19
53 Sleep in on S unday  m ornings Z52 1.32
39 Parents d id n ’t encourage church  attendance 2.37 1.27
49 W ork schedule m akes church attendance  im possible 2.04 1.05
Table 17
Acknowledged Reasons b y  Item Within Factor (Personal Decisions)
Item R eason M ean SD
50 U nable to  find the righ t church Z72 1.28
23 A bad experience w ith a  church  m em ber (o r m em bers) 2 .37 1.15
42 A ttended church only  to  p lease a friend . . .  no longer feel that p ressure 2.34 1.23
45 T he church let m e dow n at a real tim e o f  need 2.23 1.14
47 T he ch u rch ’s beliefs are too  hard  to  understand 2.16 .98
36 M oved and never re turned to church 2.14 1.05
46 C oncerned abou t the quality  o f  ch ildcare  at the church 2.04 .96
40 N o longer a ttend because  the ch ild ren  are grow n up 2.04 .93
41 Stopped attending  during  a d ivorce (o r separation) and never returned 1.99 1.03
55 H ealth-related  issues 1.88 .95
51 H ad a personal d isappo in tm en t w ith  G od 1.86 .95
54 C hurch a ttendance no longer he lp fu l to  career advancem ent 1.85 .91
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Table 18
Top 10 Acknowledged Reasons fo r  Non-attendance
Item R eason M ean SD
3 C hurch  a ttendance is not required  to be a truly relig ious person 3.91 1.18
37 H ave no m otivation  to  go to church T53 1.19
30 W ould d isagree w ith the ch u rch ’s v iew s on sexuality 3.50 1.24
1 The church lacks to lerance for d ifferen t beliefs 3.41 1.27
2 T he ch u rch ’s tone  is too authoritarian 3.40 1.18
4 T he church is ou t o f  touch  w ith  to d ay ’s w orld 3J5 1.14
44 Started  m aking  m y ow n decisions and decided not to  attend church 3.30 1.31
14 A desire  to arrive  at relig ious beliefs apart from  church 326 1.22
28 The church is filled  w ith hypocrites 3.22 1.21
19 W ould no t co nnec t m eaningfu lly  w ith  a  church  service 3.16 1.18
Qualitative Data
Qualitative data related to the acknowledged reasons for non-attendance at 
Christian churches in Pacifica were collected using the two open-ended questions on the 
questionnaire for non-attenders. Non-attenders recorded 395 handwritten, freely stated 
reasons for their non-attendance. The data were analyzed, and three general categories o f 
acknowledged reasons emerged: personal, church-related, and religion-related.
Under the three general categories, nine subcategories emerged, and under the 
nine subcategories, 47 specific reasons emerged. The categorized, qualitative data 
presented in Table 19 include the number o f handwritten responses in support o f each
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general category, subcategory, and specific reason. The reasons under each subcategory 
are rank-ordered based on the number o f responses.
Table 19
Qualitative Data, Acknowledged Reasons fo r  Non-attendance
Personal Reasons No. o f Responses
Reasons Related to Different Beliefs (7/= 120)
1. Belief (spirituality) does not require church attendance
2. Adheres to a specified non-Christian religion or non-
29
Christian belief system 27
3. Cites disagreement with Christian belief(s) and Bible 22
4. Atheist/Agnostic/Not Religious
5. Adheres to an unspecified non-Christian religion
17
and/or belief system 15
6. Believes in God, not the church 5
7. Open to other (all) beliefs 4
8. Uncertain beliefs 1
Miscellaneous Personal-related Reasons (A=76)
1. Family-related 21
2. Have not found the right church 13
3. Work, busy or other priorities 10
4. General disinterest 6




9. Do not want to commit 3
10. Confused and/or don’t understand 2
11. Non-attendance a habit 2
12. No contact in (with) the church 2
13. Transportation 1
14. Would go for wrong reasons 1
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Table \9 — Continued.
Church-related Reasons No. o f Responses
Reasons Related to Teaching (iV=51)
1. Dictates (requires) belief 13
2. Dogmatic and judgmental 12
3. Disagreement with specific positions 10
4. Not open-minded 9
5. Based on guilt and fear 5
6. Poor preaching 2
Reasons Related to Previous Experience With Church (A^=24)
1. Unsatisfying, not meaningful 12
2. Negative experience 7
3. Need new programs and/or emphasis 5
Reasons Related to Attenders (A=20)
1. Leaders, negative view 10
2. Non-leaders, negative view 10
Miscellaneous Church-related Reasons (A^=61)
1. Connection to government and/or politics 17
2. Lack o f community involvement/compassion 8
3. Disagree with changes in the church 7
4. Intolerance 7
5. Hypocrisy 6
6. Money emphasis 4




11. Not accountable 1
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Table 19— Continued.
Religion-related Reasons No. o f Responses
Reasons Related to a General Distrust for Religion (A^=18)
1. General distrust for religion 18
Reasons Related to Religion’s History of Harm (Æ=13)
1. Religion’s history o f harm 13
Reasons Related Religion Not Being Required to Be Spiritual (vV=12)
1. Religion is not required to be spiritual 12
O f the 196 total reasons in the Personal Reasons category, 120 reasons (61%)
were related to different beliefs. The most commonly acknowledged reason for non- 
attendance (29 responses) was B elief (spirituality) does not require church attendance. 
This reason is essentially the same as the acknowledged reason with the highest mean 
score from quantitative analysis; Church attendance is not required to be a truly religious 
person  (M=3.91).
See Appendix B for a complete, categorized presentation o f each freely stated 
handwritten response submitted by non-attenders in acknowledgment o f their reasons for 
non-attendance.
Research Question 2
The perceived reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica were 
examined in relation to the initial 5-factor structure established for non-attenders. Using
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the data from the attending sample, the mean factor scores for the perceived reasons were 
calculated and are presented on Table 20.
Table 20
Perceived Reasons in Relation to the Five Underlying Factors
Factors Mean SD
Personal Priorities 3.63 .71
Personal Preconceptions 3.26 .66
Personal Decisions 3.14 .59
Personal Disconnects 3.10 .66
Church-related Issues :T85 .62
Note, p  < .05.
As reflected in Table 20, the perceptions o f the 632 attending respondents were 
weighted towards the four personal factors. The church-related factor o f  reasons for non- 
attendance received the lowest overall score (M=2.85). This contrasts with non-attenders 
who most commonly agreed with the church-related factor of reasons. Attenders 
expressed a cumulative agreement (M >  3.0) on each o f the four personal factors. This 
also contrasts with non-attenders who rated all five factors at M=2.97 or lower. Among 
attenders, the personal priorities factor o f perceived reasons (attenders have other things 
they choose to do on Sunday mornings) received the highest mean score (M=3.63). As to 
the data related to the specific perceived reasons for non-attendance, see Tables 21 to 25, 
which present a rank ordering o f the mean scores for all 55 reasons included on the 
questionnaire. On Table 21, the reasons within personal-priorities factor are presented. 
Table 22 presents the data on personal preconceptions; Table 23, personal decisions; 
Table 24, personal disconnects; and Table 25, church-related issues. Table 26 presents
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the Top 10 perceived reasons for non-attendanee at Christian churches in the Pacifica 
community o f California. The perceived reason receiving largest mean score was Have 
no motivation to go to church (M=4.G) from the personal preconceptions factor.
Table 21
Perceived Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Priorities)
Item R eason M ean SD
5 T oo busy  to  m ake tim e for church attendance 3.97 1.08
53 Sleep in on  Sunday m ornings 1.07
13 Involved w ith  o ther ac tiv ities on Sunday m orning 1 7 8 1.02
39 Parents d id n ’t encourage church attendance 3.73 1.09
43 Spouse (s ign ifican t o ther) does not attend 3.56 1.03
12 Sundays are set-aside for fam ily (personal) activities 3.40 1.19
49 W ork schedule m akes church attendance im possible 3.20 1.15
Table 22
Perceived Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Preconceptions)
Item R eason M ean SD
37 H ave no m otivation  to  go to  church 4.00 .91
44 Started m aking m y ow n decisions and decided  not to  attend church 3.68 .94
24 C hildhood  m em ories o f  church are negative 3.45 1.10
20 The overall church experience is too boring 3 J 3 1.10
28 The church is filled w ith  hypocrites 3.21 1.19
22 Serm ons are too  boring 3.06 1.14
26 W ould not be able to  relate to the people at church 3.00 1.06
25 C hurch a ttendance involves too m uch conflic t Z 9 2 1.02
27 W ould no t feel needed by  the church 2.71 1.02
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Table 23
Perceived Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Decisions)
Item R eason M ean SD
41 S topped  attend ing  during a divorce (or separation) and never returned 3.55 .97
42 A ttended  church on ly  to please a friend . . .  no longer feel that pressure 3.48 1.00
23 A bad  experience w ith a church m em ber (o r m em bers) 3.42 1.02
55 H ealth -related  issues 3.32 1.11
51 H ad a personal d isappoin tm ent w ith  God 3.28 1.10
36 M oved and never re turned to church 3.24 1.00
45 T he church let m e dow n at a real tim e o f  need 3.23 1.13
40 N o longer attend because the ch ild ren  are grow n up 3.18 1.10
50 U nable to  find the righ t church 3.17 1.05
54 C hurch a ttendance no longer helpful to  career advancem ent 2 .69 1.10
47 T he ch u rch ’s beliefs are too hard to understand 2.64 1.03
46 C oncerned  about the quality  o f  ch ildcare  at the church 2.45 .92
Table 24
Perceived Reasons by Item Within Factor (Personal Disconnects)
Item R eason M ean SD
30 W ould d isagree w ith  the chu rch ’s v iew s on sexuality 3.61 1.02
34 L ifesty le is incom patib le  w ith partic ipa tion  in a  church 3.58 1.05
19 W ould not connect m eaningfu lly  w ith  a church service 3.26 1.00
8 D ifferen t re lig ious beliefs than C hristian  churches 3.20 1.08
32 D oubt the ex is tence  o f  G od 3.07 1.32
7 The church is irre levant 2.81 1.30
48 Spiritual freedom  w ould  be lim ited by  church  attendance 2.71 1.09
6 T he church does no t provide m eaning  for life 2 .55 1.19
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Table 25
Perceived Reasons by Item Within Factor (Church-related Issues)
Item R eason M ean SD
9 E xperienced a serious d isappo in tm en t w ith a church  leader (or leaders) 1 6 5 1.05
31 N egative feelings about church pastors and leaders 3.40 1.09
3 C hurch a ttendance is not required  to  be a tru ly  relig ious person 3.31 1.20
52 T he church is no t able to  answ er the questions people  are asking 3.14 1.05
14 A desire to arrive at relig ious beliefs apart from  church 3.07 1.04
35 T he church is a lw ays try ing  to get people  to do som ething 3.05 1.04
4 T he church is ou t o f  touch  w ith to d a y ’s w orld 3.03 1.17
38 T he church is run  too  m uch like a  governm ent bureaucracy 2.97 1.09
29 W ould not be accepted  ju s t as 1 am 2.97 1.18
2 T he ch u rch ’s tone  is too  authoritarian 2.89 1.15
10 The church is m ore in terested in m oney  than  people 2.87 1.18
1 The church lacks to lerance for d ifferen t beliefs Z 7 8 1.20
33 D isliked the c h u rch ’s relig ious education  program 2.76 .94
11 The church has lost the spiritual part o f  religion 2.68 1.16
16 T he church is no t concerned  enough  w ith  social issues 2 ^ 2 1.06
18 C hurches com pete  w ith o ther churches 2.50 1.06
15 T he church is no t do ing  enough to  help those in need 2.43 1.05
21 Too m uch preach ing  about hell 2 J 3 1.07
17 O rganized relig ion is an evil th ing 1.92 1.02
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Table 26
Top 10 Perceived Reasons fo r  Non-attendance
Item R eason M ean SD
37 H ave no m otivation  to  go to church 4 .00 .91
5 T oo busy  to m ake tim e for church  attendance 3.97 1.08
53 Sleep in on S unday  m ornings 3.84 1.07
13 Involved w ith o ther activ ities on Sunday m orning 3.78 1.02
39 Parents d id n ’t encourage church attendance 3.73 1.09
44 Started  m aking  m y ow n decisions and decided not to  attend church 3.68 .94
9 E xperienced  a  serious d isappoin tm ent w ith a church  leaders (o r leaders) 1 6 5 1.05
30 W ould d isagree w ith the ch u rch ’s v iew s on sexuality 3.61 1.02
34 L ifesty le  is incom patib le  with partic ipation  in a church 3.58 1.05
43 Spouse (sign ifican t other) does no t attend 3 56 1.03
Qualitative Data
Qualitative data related to the perceived reasons for non-attendance at Christian 
churches in Pacifica were colleeted using the two open-ended questions on the 
questionnaire for attenders. Attenders recorded 404 handwritten, freely stated pereeived 
reasons for non-attendance. The data were analyzed and three general eategories o f 
acknowledged reasons emerged: personal, chureh-related, and culture-related. Under the 
three general categories, seven subcategories emerged, and under the seven 
subcategories, 67 reasons emerged. The categorized, qualitative data presented in Table 
27 include the number o f handwritten responses in support o f each general category, 
subcategory, and specific reason. The reasons under eaeh subcategory are rank-ordered 
based on the number o f  responses.
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Table 27
Qualitative Data, Perceived Reasons fo r  Non-attendance
Personal Reasons No. of Responses
Reasons Related to Belief or Lack of Belief (tV=120)
1. Lack understanding for belief 20
2. Different beliefs, theological and moral 21
3. Do not believe in, or know, God 17
4. Lack spirituality and/or connection to God 8
5. Belief that attendance is not necessary to be spiritual 8
6. Belief that attendance limits freedom 4
7. Worldly and/or secular mind set 2
8. Belief that God is to blame 1
Reasons Related to Personal Disposition® (N=98)
1. Lazy 25
2. Apathetic or indifferent 23
3. Feels afraid 14
4. Materialistic 9
5. Independent, don’t need God 7
6. Uncommitted 6
7. Selfish 6
8. Feels guilty, unworthy 3
9. Feels obligated 2
10. Feels tired 1
11. Feels uncomfortable 1
12. N ot at peace
Reasons Related to Other Priorities (vV=42)
1. Sports-related 17
2. Non-sports-related priorities (work, family, community, etc.) 14
3. Not a priority, generally stated 7
4. Only day without a commitment (day to relax) 4
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Table 27— Continued.
Personal Reasons No. o f Responses
Miscellaneous Personal Reasons (#=49)
1. Marriage and/or family issues 14
2. Transportation issues 6
3. Parents did not set an example 6
4. Substance abuse 5
5. Lack contact with attenders 5
6. Spiritually separated from God 5
7. Can’t find right church 3
8. Out o f habit 3
9. Health issues 1
10. Lifestyle 1
Church-related Reasons No. o f Responses
Reasons Related to Attenders (#=44)
1. Non-leaders 16
2. Leaders, sexual abuse scandal 23
3. Leaders, in general 5
Reasons Related to Teaching (#=21)
1. Sermons and/or preaching 9
2. Emphasis on politics 5
3. Not biblically-based 4
4. Not relevant 3
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Table 27— Continued.
Church-related Reasons No. o f Responses
Miscellaneous Church-related Reasons (N=39)
1. Insufficient and/or ineffective programming for youth 9
2. Disappointed and/or unsatisfied with prior attendance 8
3. Worship service 6
4. Money 5
5. Changes to church 3
6. Service times 2
7. Not enough concern for those in need 2
8. Not been invited 2
9. Diversity issues 2
10. Not progressive 2
11. Not spiritually focused 2
12. Not standing up to critics 1
13. Too lenient 1
14. Too judgmental 1
15. Location o f  church 1
Culture-related Reasons No. o f Responses
1. Secularization and/or liberalization 13
2. Media influence 8
3. Education 3
4. Pacifica-related 2
5. Influence o f evil 1
6. Peer pressure 1
Disposition defined as a quality o f mind, feelings, or character.
Attenders recorded 272 total responses (perceived reasons) under the personal 
reasons category, as compared to only 104 under the church-related category. Attenders 
also perceive that the personal disposition o f non-attenders has a lot to do with their non-
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attendance. According to the handwritten responses o f 25 attenders, the reason Pacificans 
do not attend church is because they are lazy. An additional 23 attenders added that non- 
attenders are apathetic or indifferent.
See Appendix C for a complete, categorized presentation o f each freely stated 
response submitted hy attenders as their perceived reasons for non-attendance.
Research Question 3
Is there a discrepancy between the acknowledged reasons and perceived reasons 
for non-attendance? Independent samples t-tests were employed to test for discrepancies 
between the views o f attenders and non-attenders concerning the reasons for non- 
attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica. Table 28 presents the results o f a series o f 
Mests for equality o f means between each o f  the five factors. Although the church- 
related factor received similar mean scores from non-attenders (M~2.91) and attenders 
(M=2.85), there is a discrepancy based on ranking. Non-attenders ranked the church- 
related factor o f  acknowledged reasons first among the five factors; in contrast, attenders 
ranked the church-related factor last among the five factors. The t-tests for equality o f 
means resulted in large effect sizes for the personal priorities {d = \A \)  and the personal 
decisions (d=\.66) factors.
Tables 29 to 33 present the data revealing the mean scores for each o f the 55 
specific reasons for non-attendance on a factor-hy-factor basis. These data were 
produced hy conducting a series o f 55 independent samples /-tests to test for significant 
mean differences between attenders and non-attenders on each o f the 55 scaled reasons 
for non-attendance included on the questionnaires. An alpha level o f  .01 was used for all 
analyses.
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Table 28




A tten d ers’
Perceived
R easons
Factors N M SD N M SD d f t P d
C hurch-related  Issues 632 2.97 .70 528 1 8 5 .62 1158 -2.92 .004 .18
Personal P reconceptions 631 Z 9 2 .68 528 1 2 6 .66 1157 8.62 .000 .51
Personal D isconnects 632 Z 8 9 .81 528 3.10 .66 1158 4.71 .000 .27
Personal P riorities 632 2.58 .78 528 1 6 3 .71 1158 24.09 .000 1.41
Personal D ecisions 632 2.14 .61 528 3.14 .59 1158 28.15 .000 1.66
Note, p  <  .05.
^N on-attenders ' acknow ledged  reasons p resen ted  in rank o rder by factor m ean  score.
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Table 29







Item R eason M SD M SD d f 1 P d
3 C hurch attendance is no t required 
to  be a tru ly  relig ious person 3.91 1.18 3.31 1.20 1155 -8J7 .000 .50
1 T he church  lacks to lerance  for 
d ifferen t beliefs 3.41 1.27 2.78 1.20 1151 -8.60 .000 .50
2 T he c h u rch ’s tone is too 
authoritarian 3.40 1.18 Z89 1.15 1149 -7.38 .000 .43
4 T he church  is out o f  touch  with 
to d ay ’s w orld 3J5 1.14 3.03 1.17 1148 -4.69 .000 .27
14 A desire  to  arrive at relig ious 
beliefs apart from  church 3.26 1.22 3.07 1.04 1153 -2.79 .005 .17
11 T he church  has lost the spiritual 
part o f  religion 3.11 1.20 2.68 1.16 1148 -6.07 .000 .35
38 T he church  is run too  m uch like 
a governm ent bu reaucracy 2.97 1.16 2.97 1.09 1148 -.22 .824 .01
10 The church is m ore in terested  in 
m oney  than  people 2.90 1.14 2.87 1.18 1150 -.41 .03
21 T oo m uch preach ing  abou t hell 2.88 1.20 2J3 1.07 1154 -8.31 .000 .47
18 C hurches com pete w ith  o ther 
churches 2 .87 1.09 2.50 1.06 1153 -5.96 .000 .27
9 E xperienced  a serious disappoint, 
w ith a church  leader (o r leaders) 2.77 1.35 3.65 1.05 1153 12.52 .000 .16
31 N egative feelings abou t church 
pastors and leaders 2.76 1.13 3.40 1.09 1155 9.76 .000 .64
16 T he church  is no t concerned  enough 
w ith social issues 2.75 1.07 2J 2 1.16 1148 -3.63 .000 1.07
29 W ould no t be accep ted  ju s t as 1 am 2.75 1.20 2 .97 1.18 1154 3.05 .002 .18
33 D isliked  the ch u rch ’s relig ious 
education  program 2.73 1.02 2.76 .94 1154 .59 .554 .03
35 The church is a lw ays try ing  to get 
people to  do som eth ing 2.68 .94 3.05 1.04 1154 6.35 .000 .37
15 T he church is not do ing  enough to 
help those in need Z66 1.13 2.43 1.05 1154 -3.56 .000 .21
17 O rganized relig ion is an evil thing 2.23 1.22 1.92 1.02 1151 -4.70 .000 .27
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Table 30







Item R eason M SD M # t P d
37 H ave no m otivation  to  go to  church 3.53 1.19 4.00 .91 1155 7.61 .000 .44
44 Started  m aking m y ow n decisions 
and decided  no t to  a ttend church 3.30 1.31 3.68 .94 1152 5.70 .000 .33
28 T he church is filled w ith  hypocrites 3 J 2 1.21 3.21 1.19 1154 -.09 .928 .01
22 Serm ons are too boring 3.01 1.05 3.06 1.14 1151 .87 .385 .05
20 T he overall church experience  is 
too boring 2.98 1.09 3T 3 1.10 1154 5.40 .000 .32
26 W ould not be able to  relate to  the 
people  at church 2.80 1.11 3.00 1.06 1153 3.06 .002 .18
24 C hildhood m em ories o f  church 
are negative 2.55 1.24 3.45 1.10 1154 13.06 .000 .72
27 W ould not feel needed  by the 
church 2.48 .97 2.71 1.02 1147 3.99 .000 .24
25 C hurch attendance involves too 
m uch conflict 2.44 1.00 2.92 1.02 1149 7.90 .000 .45
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Table 31







Item  R eason M SD M SD d f t P d
13 Involved w ith o ther activ ities on 
Sunday m orn ing 2 4 6 1.21 3.78 1.02 1153 12.15 .000 .68
12 Sundays are set aside for fam ily 
(personal) activ ities 2.83 1.22 3.40 1.19 1152 7.91 .000 .46
43 Spouse (s ign ifican t other) does 
not attend 2.66 1.26 3.56 1.03 1152 13.28 .000 .73
5 T oo busy to  m ake tim e for church 
attendance 2.65 1.19 3.97 1.08 1153 19.78 .000 1.01
53 Sleep in on Sunday  m ornings 2.52 1.32 3.84 1.07 1152 18.71 .000 .97
39 Parents d id n ’t encourage church 
attendance 2.37 1.27 3.73 1.09 1154 19.51 .000 1.00
49 W ork schedule m akes church 
attendance im possib le 2.04 1.05 3.20 1.15 1155 17.87 .000 .93
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Table 32







Item Reason M SD M SD d f I P d
30 W ould d isagree  w ith the ch u rch ’s 
view s on sexuality 3.50 1.24 3.61 1.02 1154 1.59 .113 .10
19 W ould no t connec t m eaningfu lly  
w ith a church  service 3.16 1.18 3 J 6 1.00 1152 1.55 .121 .09
8 D ifferent re lig ious beliefs than 
C hristian churches 3.00 1.44 3.20 1.08 1152 2.66 .008 .16
48 Spiritual freedom  w ould be lim ited 
by church a ttendance 2.92 1.29 2.71 1.09 1152 -3.09 .002 .18
6 T he church does no t provide 
m eaning fo r life 2.90 1.24 2 J 5 1.19 1152 -4.79 .000 .28
7 T he church is irrelevant Z 6 5 1.23 2.81 1.30 1151 2.16 .031 .13
34 Lifestyle is incom patib le  w ith 
partic ipation  in a church 2.62 1.13 3.58 1.05 1153 14.96 .000 .81
32 D oubt the ex istence o f  G od 2.40 1.42 3.07 1.32 1151 8.37 .000 .48
87
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 33







Item1 Reason M SD M SD d f t P d
50 U nable to  find the righ t church 2J2 1.28 3.17 1.05 1151 6.70 .000 .39
23 A bad experience  w ith a church 
m em ber (o r m em bers) 2J7 1.15 142 1.02 1157 16.42 .000 .88
42 A ttended church  on ly  to  p lease a 
friend . . .  no longer feel th a t p ressure 2.34 1.23 3.48 1.00 1153 17.44 .000 .92
45 The church let m e dow n at a real 
tim e o f  need 2J3 1.14 3.23 1.13 1151 14.81 .000 .80
47 The ch u rch ’s beliefs are  too  hard 
to understand 2.16 .98 2.64 1.03 1153 8.04 .000 .46
36 M oved . . .  never re turned to  church 2.14 1.05 3.24 1.00 1152 18.14 .000 .95
46 C oncerned abou t the quality  o f  
childcare at the church 2.04 .96 2.45 .92 1156 7.45 .000 1.04
40 N o longer a ttend  because the 
children are grow n up 2.04 .93 3.18 1.10 1155 18.77 .000 .97
41 Stopped attend ing  during  a d ivorce 
(or separation) and never returned 1.99 1.03 3.55 .97 1153 26J5 .000 1.23
55 H ealth-related  issues 1.88 .95 3J2 1.11 1154 2342 .000 1.14
51 Had a personal d isappoin tm ent 
w ith God 1.86 .95 3.28 1.10 1149 23.14 .000 1.14
54 C hurch attendance  no longer helpful 
to career advancem en t 1.85 .91 2.69 1.10 1148 13.96 .000 .76
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As to the discrepancies between acknowledged and perceived reasons for non- 
attendance, significant differences were present in 45 o f the 55 independent samples 
f-tests. It was noted that with large samples (as is the case in this study), small 
differences might be statistically significant and that a statistically significant difference 
does not necessarily mean a difference either o f practical significance or o f  scientific 
import (McNemar, 1962, p. 69; Sapsford, 1999, p. 90). With this principle in mind, the 
significant cases with an effect size o f .80 or higher are presented in Table 34. According 
to Cohen (1988), an effect size o f .80 or higher is considered “large” (p. 26). The data 
from each o f  the 55 tests are presented in Appendix F. The 14 cases with an effect size of 
.80 or higher are presented in Table 34.
Summary of Findings
Using factor analysis, the following five underlying factors were extracted and 
deemed an adequate representation o f the 55 reasons for non-attendance presented on the 
questionnaire: church-related issues, personal preconceptions, personal disconnects, 
personal priorities, and personal decisions.
W hen the data from non-attenders were applied to the 5-factor solution, a major 
finding was that non-attenders did not acknowledge a cumulative agreement with any o f 
the five factors. The cluster of reasons most commonly agreed with was the church- 
related issues factor.
When the data from attenders were applied to the 5-factor solution, a major 
finding was that the cluster o f reasons least commonly agreed with was the church- 
related issues factor. The perceptions o f  attenders were biased towards the personal 
issues o f non-attenders and away from church-related issues.
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Table 34
Significant Mean Differences Between Attenders and Non-attenders






R eason for N on-attendance M SD M SD t d f P d
1. S topped attend ing  during  a divorce 
or separation  and never re turned 3.55 .97 1.99 1.03 26.35 1153 .001 1.23
2. H ealth -related  issues 332 1.11 1.88 .95 23.41 1154 .001 1.14
3. H ad a personal d isappoin tm ent 
w ith G od 128 1.10 1.86 .95 23.14 1149 .001 1.14
4. C oncerned  about the quality  o f  
childcare at church 2.45 .92 2.04 .96 7.45 1156 .001 1.04
5. T oo busy  to  m ake tim e for 
church a ttendance 3.97 1.08 2.65 1.19 19.78 1153 .001 1.01
6. Parents d id  no t encourage church 
attendance 3.73 1.09 2.37 1.27 19.51 1134 .001 1.00
7. Sleep in on Sunday m ornings 3.84 1.07 232 1.32 18.71 1152 .001 .97
8. N o longer attend because the 
children are grow n up 3.18 1.10 2.04 .93 18.77 1155 .001 .97
9. M oved and never returned to  
church 3.24 1.00 2.14 1.05 18.14 1152 .001 .95
10. W ork schedule  m akes church 
attendance im possible 3.20 1.15 2.04 1.05 17.87 1155 .001 .93
11. A ttended  church  only  to p lease 
a friend (o r fam ily m em ber) and no 
longer feel that p ressure to attend 3.48 1.00 2.34 1.23 17.44 1153 .001 .92
12. A bad experience w ith a church 
m em ber (o r m em bers) 3.42 1.02 2.37 1.15 16.42 1157 .001 .88
13. L ifestyle is incom patib le  w ith 
partic ipation  in a church 3.58 1.05 2.63 1.13 14.96 1153 .001 .81
14. The church let m e dow n a t a 
real tim e o f  need 3.23 1.13 123 1.14 14.81 1151 .001 .80
Note, d  = or>  .80.
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Based on a rank ordering o f mean scores, the Top Ten acknowledged reasons for 
non-attendance in Pacifica were determined. The top reason was Church attendance is 
not required to be a truly religious person  (M=3.91).
Qualitative data were also collected from non-attenders and the following three 
categories o f  acknowledged reasons for non-attendance emerged: church-related, 
personal, and religion-related.
Based on a rank ordering o f mean scores, the Top Ten perceived reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica were determined. The top reason was Have no motivation to go to 
church (M=4.0).
Qualitative data were also collected from attenders and the following three 
categories o f  perceived reasons emerged: church-related, personal, and culture-related.
A series o f 55 independent samples /-tests was conducted on each o f the reasons 
for non-attendance included on the questionnaire. A major finding was that significant 
differences between acknowledged and perceived reasons were present in 45 o f the 55 
tests (p < .001). In 14 o f the cases, the effect size was .80 or higher.
Attenders eonsistently perceived that personal-related issues o f non-attenders, not 
church-related issues, were the primary reasons influencing non-attendance in Pacifica. 
This major finding was identified as an example o f the fundamental attribution error.
In comparing the qualitative data from attenders with the qualitative data from 
non-attenders, one discrepancy was noted. Attenders cited personal dispositional factors 
as reasons for non-attendance over five times as often as non-attenders (see Table 35).
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Table 35
Personal Dispositional Factors as Cited by Attenders and Non-attenders
Attenders Non-attenders
Factor Number o f Factor Number o f
(as perceived) separate (as acknow ledged) separate
responses responses
Lazy 25 Disinterested 6
Apathetic (indifferent) 23 Lazy 5
Afraid 14 Uncommitted 3
Materialistic 9 Shy 3







Not at peace 1
Total 97 Total 19
Note. These data are presented in detail in Appendices B and C.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR PRACTICE AND FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Summary of the Study
Although formal research on the reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches 
in America has been conducted, it is not known how these reasons apply to the Pacifica 
community o f California, a suburb o f San Francisco. Furthermore, little, if  any, research 
has been conducted to compare the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by non- 
attenders with the reasons as perceived by attenders. This study examined this problem 
by comparing the actual reasons for non-attendance (as acknowledged by people who do 
not attend) with the perceived reasons for non-attendance (as perceived by people who do 
attend).
The review o f the literature was guided by four questions. The first question was: 
How many Americans do not attend church? The review o f the literature revealed that 
the estimated number o f Americans who do not attend church is between 65 and 75 
million (Gallup & Lindsay, 1999, p. 96; Bam a Research Group, 2007, p. I).
The second question that guided the literature review was: How are Americans 
who do not attend church defined? Different researchers have used different rubrics for 
defining, and thereby identifying Americans who do not attend church. The definition
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used for this study was adapted, with minor modifications, from the rubrics used by the 
Princeton Religious Research Center (1978, 1988) and the Bama Research Group (1990) 
to conduct their nationwide studies o f Americans who do not attend church. The 
definition I chose for this study was as follows: Non-attenders are adult residents of 
Pacifica, California, who have not attended a weekly Christian church service over the 
past 6 months.
The third question that guided the literature review was: How are Americans who 
do not attend church labeled? Americans who do not attend church have been labeled 
using a vast array o f terms. A small sampling would include religious leave- takers 
(Hadaway, 1990), formerly churched (Klaas, 1996), crytpo-believers (Hale, 1977); and 
exiles (Frost, 2006). The most commonly used label among scholars and researchers was 
“unchurched” (Bama, 1990; Hadaway, 1990; Hale, 1977; Johnson, 1983; Logan, 1989; 
Princeton, 1978; Roozen, 1978). Each label suggests a different perspective o f the 
phenomenon and appears to be inherently fraught with potential for misinterpretation and 
misrepresentation. For this reason this study used the simple descriptive term “non- 
attender.”
The final question that guided the literature review was: What are the reasons for 
non-attendance in America? A review o f the literature related to the reasons for non- 
attendance in America yielded over 400 specific statements, each revealing a reason, or 
reasons, for non-attendance. These statements indicating 55 specific reasons for non- 
attendance were categorized into three general categories: church-related reasons, 
personal reasons, and extemal reasons.
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To examine the acknowledged and perceived reasons for non-attendance two self­
administered questionnaires were developed to survey adult residents in Pacifica. The 
questionnaires used a 5-point Likert scale and collected data from 632 attenders and 528 
non-attenders. The sample o f attenders was selected in cooperation with the pastors o f 12 
local churches. Attenders expressed their perceptions concerning the reasons for non- 
attendance, while non-attenders acknowledged their actual reasons for non-attendance. 
Two open-ended items were included on both questionnaires to collect qualitative data. 
Instrument validity was established by a comprehensive literature review (see Appendix 
A), a pilot-study, and the review o f the instrument by experts on my dissertation 
committee.
The quantitative data retrieved from the survey instruments were analyzed using 
the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Factor and reliability analyses 
were conducted, and five underlying factors (or constructs) were identified. Independent 
samples f-tests were conducted to test for discrepancies between acknowledged and 
perceived reasons for non-attendance at Christian churches in Pacifica, California.
Findings
The three research questions introduced at the outset o f this study were as 
follows:
1. What are the acknowledged reasons for non-attendance in Pacifica?
2. What are the perceived reasons for non-attendance in Pacfica?
3. Is there a discrepancy between the acknowledged and perceived reasons for 
non-attendance in Pacifica?
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The first step in the empirical examination of the research questions was factor 
analysis. Five underlying factors were extracted and deemed an adequate representation 
o f the 55 reasons for non-attendance presented on the questionnaire. The five factors 
were well defined by the variables, internally consistent, and labeled as follows: church- 
related issues, personal preconceptions, personal disconnects, personal priorities, and 
personal decisions.
1. Church-related Issues. Eighteen specific reasons for non-attendance were 
clustered under the church-related issues factor (see Table 13). Under this factor, reasons 
for non-attendance were clearly directed at the church, and in most cases were explicitly 
negative. Respondents pointed the finger at the church to explain their non-attendance.
A few examples include: (a) The church’s tone is too authoritarian; (b) Too much 
preaching about hell; (c) Disliked the church’s religious education program.
2. Personal Decisions. Eleven specific reasons for non-attendance were 
clustered under the personal decisions factor (see Table 17). Under this factor, reasons 
were sourced in a personal decision based on a life circumstance or previous interaction 
with the church. Respondents cited reasons related to former attendance or a deliberate 
decision to not attend. A few examples include: (a) Moved and never returned to church; 
(b) Stopped attending during a divorce and never returned; (c) No longer attend because 
the children are grown up.
3. Personal Preconceptions. Nine specific items were clustered under the 
personal preconceptions factor (see Table 14). Under this factor, reasons were rooted in a 
preconception that church attendance would be a negative or non-worthwhile experience. 
Respondents cited reasons that reflect an anticipation o f non-fulfillment. A few examples
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include: (a) The overall church experience is too boring; (b) The church is filled with 
hypocrites; (c) Would not be able to relate to the people at church.
4. Personal Disconnects. Eight specific items were clustered under the personal 
disconnects factor (see Table 15). Under this factor, reasons for non-attendance went 
back to a sense o f disconnect from the church, typically related to spirituality and/or 
meaning creation. A few examples include: (a) Doubt the existence o f God; (b) Church 
does not provide meaning for life; (c) Lifestyle is incompatible with participation in a 
church.
5. Personal Priorities. Seven specific items were clustered under the personal 
priorities factor (see Table 16). Under this factor, reasons for non-attendance were linked 
to personal priorities other than church attendance. Respondents cited a preference to do 
other things than attend church on Sunday mornings. A few examples include: (a) Sleep 
in on Sunday mornings; (b) Too busy to make time for church attendance; (c) Involved 
with other activities on Sunday morning.
When the data from non-attenders (acknowledged reasons) were applied to the 
5-factor structure, the mean scores, by factor, were as follows: church-related issues 
(M=2.97); personal preconceptions (M=2.92); personal disconnects (M=2.89); personal 
priorities (M=2.58); and personal decisions (M=2.14). The mean scores for each o f the 
five factors were less than 3.0, the statistical equivalent o f Neither Agree nor Disagree. 
This finding reveals that non-attenders did not acknowledge a cumulative agreement with 
any o f the five factors. The cluster o f reasons most commonly agreed with was the 
church-related issues factor.
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W hen the data from attenders (perceived reasons) were applied to the 5-factor 
structure, the mean scores, by factor, were as follows: personal priorities (M=3.63), 
personal preconceptions (M=3.26), personal decisions (M=3.14), and personal 
disconnects (M=3.10), church-related issues (M=2.85). The cluster o f  reasons least 
commonly agreed with was the church-related issues factor. This finding reveals that the 
perceptions o f attenders were biased towards the personal issues o f non-attenders and 
away from church-related issues. This finding also suggests that attenders committed the 
fundamental attribution error, a topic which will be covered in the Discussion section.
Research Question 1
What are the acknowledged reasons fo r  non-attendance in Pacifica? Based on 
statistical analysis o f the data submitted by non-attenders, the acknowledged reasons 
were rank-ordered in relation to mean scores. The range o f scores was from 1—  I  
Strongly Disagree, to 5— I  Strongly Agree. The top 10 acknowledged reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica were as follows:
1. Church attendance is not required to be a truly religious person (Af=3.91)
2. Have no motivation to go to church (M=3.53)
3. Would disagree with the church’s views on sexuality (M=3.50)
4. The ehurch lacks tolerance for different beliefs (M=3.41)
5. The chureh’s tone is too authoritarian (M=3.40)
6. The church is out o f touch with today’s world (M=3.35)
7. Started making my own decisions and decided not to attend church (M=3.30)
8. A desire to arrive at religious beliefs apart from church (M=3.26)
9. The ehurch is filled with hypocrites (M=3.22)
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10. Would not connect meaningfully with a church service (M =3.16).
Seventy-one percent (71%) o f non-attending respondents either agreed or strongly 
agreed that church attendance is not required to be a truly religious person. This finding 
strongly indicates that many non-attenders consider church attendance a dispensable 
religious ritual. A majority o f non-attenders (60%) also agreed that they have no 
motivation to go to church.
In addition to the quantitative data collected on the questionnaire, qualitative data 
were also collected from non-attenders in the form o f freely stated, acknowledged 
reasons for non-attendance. The following three categories o f acknowledged reasons 
emerged from the analysis o f this handwritten data: church-related reasons, personal 
reasons, and religion-related reasons.
The emergence o f the category o f religion-related reasons for non-attendance was 
unexpected. This category did not emerge from my extensive literature review o f reasons 
for non-attendance in America. In Pacifica, however, it did emerge as evidenced by 18 
non-attenders who cited a general distrust for religion and 13 who referred to organized 
religions’ history o f harm (e.g.: war, imperialism, suppression).
Research Question 2 
What are the perceived reasons fo r  non-attendance in Pacifica? Based on 
statistical analysis o f the data submitted by attenders, the perceived reasons were rank- 
ordered in relation to mean scores. The range o f scores was from 1—  I  Strongly 
Disagree, to 5— I  Strongly Agree. The top 10 perceived reasons for non-attendance in 
Pacifica were as follows:
1. Have no motivation to go to church (M=4.00)
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2. Too busy to make time for church attendance (M=3.97)
3. Sleep in on Sunday mornings (M=3.84)
4. Involved with other activities on Sunday morning (M=3.78)
5. Parents didn’t encourage church attendance (M=3.73)
6. Started making my own decisions and decided not to attend church (M=3.68)
7. Experienced a serious disappointment with a church leader (or leaders) 
(A^3.65)
8. Would disagree with the church’s views on sexuality (M=3.61)
9. Lifestyle is incompatible with participation in a church (M=3.58)
10. Spouse (significant other) does not attend (M=3.56).
Attenders most commonly agreed that non-attenders have no motivation to go to 
church (M=4.0). Incidentally, this reason received the second highest mean score from 
non-attenders. Attenders, thus, correctly perceived one o f the primary reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica. Only 1 o f the top 10 perceived reasons, namely number 7, was a 
church-related issue. This finding reveals that the perceptions o f  attenders were biased 
towards the personal issues o f non-attenders and away from church-related issues, 
thereby, further confirming that tendency o f attenders to fall into the fundamental 
attribution error. Another finding was that 3 o f the 4 highest scoring perceived reasons 
for non-attendance (2, 3, & 4), were based on a perception that non-attenders were either 
too busy or would rather do other things than attend church services.
In addition to the quantitative data collected on the questionnaire, qualitative data 
were also collected from attenders in the form o f freely stated, perceived reasons for non-
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attendance. The three following eategories o f perceived reasons emerged from analysis 
o f the handwritten data; ehurch-related reasons, personal reasons, culture-related reasons.
W ithin the set o f personal reasons, attenders gave partieular emphasis to issues 
related to personal disposition understood as the non-attender’s quality o f mind, feelings, 
or character. Twenty-five attenders perceived that non-attenders were lazy, 23 thought 
non-attenders were apathetic or indifferent, and 14 believed non-attenders were afraid to 
go to church (fear o f confrontation, accountability, truth, etc.). In contrast, non-attenders 
acknowledged dispositional factors only 16 times out o f a total o f 395 handwritten 
submissions. This finding further enhances the conclusion that attenders in Pacifiea 
committed a fundamental attribution error.
The emergence o f the category o f culture-related reasons for non-attendanee was 
unexpected. This category did not emerge from my extensive literature review o f reasons 
for non-attendance in Ameriea. The eategory did, however, emerge as a set o f perceived 
reasons related to the negative infiuenee o f secularism, liberalism, media, and education.
Research Question 3 
Is there a discrepancy between the acknowledged and perceived reasons fo r  non- 
attendance in Pacifica? It is at this point in the presentation o f the findings, Researeh 
Question 3, that the findings might represent a unique contribution to the literature on the 
reasons for non-attendance in America. An abundance o f researeh data exists (see 
Appendix A) related to the reasons for non-attendance as acknowledged by non-attenders 
(Research Question 1). Far less data exist (see “Perceived Statements,” chapter 1) that 
relate to the reasons for non-attendance as perceived by attenders (Researeh Question 2). 
The specific contribution o f this study lies in eomparing the acknowledged and perceived
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reasons for non-attendance, thus going beyond what is currently known about the 
phenomenon o f non-attendance.
A series o f t-tests for equality o f means between factors was conducted. Each o f 
the five factors was tested and significant discrepancies between acknowledged and 
perceived reasons were present for the personal priorities factor (<i=1.41) and the personal 
decisions factor (J=1.66). The mean score for attenders on the personal priorities factor 
was 3.63 as compared to a 2.58 mean score for non-attenders. The mean score for 
attenders on the personal decisions factor was 3.14 as compared to a 2.14 mean score 
from non-attenders. In both instances, attenders overestimated the actual importance o f 
personal factors, as acknowledged by non-attenders, in their attribution o f reasons for 
non-attendance.
Discrepancies between the acknowledged and perceived reasons for non- 
attendance were also tested on a reason-by-reason basis. A series o f 55 independent 
samples t-tests was conducted on each o f the reasons for non-attendance included on the 
questionnaire. Significant differences between acknowledged and perceived reasons 
were present in 45 o f  the 55 tests {p < .001). The three eases with the largest effect sizes 
were as follows: Stopped attending during a divorce or separation and never returned 
(i/=1.23); Health-related issues (<i=1.14); H ad a personal disappointment with God 
(J=1.14).
One o f the findings from Research Question 2 was that three o f the four highest 
scoring perceived reasons for non-attendance were based on the perception o f attenders 
that non-attenders were either too busy or would rather do other things on Sunday than 
attend church services. The three reasons were (1) Too busy to make time fo r  church
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attendance, (2) Sleep in on Sunday mornings, and (3) Involved with other activities on 
Sunday morning. The results o f  the independent samples t-tests revealed significant 
differences on each o f the three reasons. In other words, non-attenders did not share the 
perceptions o f attenders. The significant differences in mean scores between attenders 
and non-attenders, and the corresponding effect sizes, are presented below:
1. “Too busy”: Attenders (Af=3.97), Non-attenders (M=2.65), <i=l .10
2. “Sleep in” : Attenders (M=3.84), Non-attenders (M=2.52), d=.91
3. “Involved with”: Attenders (M=3.78), Non-attenders (M=2.96), J=.68. 
Attenders considered these three personal priorities reasons for non-attendance highly 
influential; non-attenders did not.
Discussion
The findings from this study strongly suggest that perception may not always be 
reality. Instead the tendency to attribute the wrong motives and reasons to non-attenders 
is pervasive. Possibly the most disturbing, although not surprising, reality is that in the 
mind o f  non-attenders, church attendance is a dispensable ritual.
Perception— It’s N ot Always Reality
Researchers have been aware for a long time that the church is often not correct in 
its perception o f the reasons for the increase in non-attendance. Commenting on the 
perceived reasons why so many attenders became non-attenders between 1960 and 1990, 
Hadaway (1990) pointed out that “misinformation abounds” and “myths” persist (p. 120). 
Rainer (2001) noticed this widespread misperception by attenders and conducted research 
aimed, in part, at “shattering myths about the unchurched” (p. 33). Commenting on his 
experience with many churches Easum (1991) concludes, “Church leaders think they
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know their community, but very often their perceptions are incorrect” (p. 65). The 
findings from this study also make the case, plainly, that perception is not always reality 
as it relates to the reasons for non-attendance in the Pacifica community o f California.
Here are three examples. A predominant perception among attenders in Pacifica 
was that non-attenders did not go to church because they had other priorities. In the mind 
o f attenders, non-attenders were either too busy (M=3.97); preferred other activities 
(M=3.78); or would rather sleep in (M=3.84). This perception concerning priorities may, 
however, not be the total reality. Non-attenders disagreed with this perception more 
often than they agreed with it.
Furthermore, while attenders perceived church-related issues as least influential 
for non-attendance, non-attenders rated church-related issues the most influential factor 
for their non-attendance.
Finally, a series o f t-tests for equality o f means between factors comparing the 
data from attenders and non-attenders produced an effect size o f d=1.66 for the personal 
decisions factor. An effect size o f 1.66 is over twice the size o f what Cohen (1988) 
considers “large” (p. 26). Cohen compared a large effect size o f .80 to the “mean IQ 
difference estimated between holders o f the Ph.D. degree and typical college freshman” 
(p. 20). One can only imagine the metaphor Cohen would have employed for the 1.66 
effect size discovered in this study.
It does not take much o f  an imagination, however, to concede that perception was 
not always reality in the minds o f  many attenders in Pacifica. So what is the proper 
response? In his book. Perception and Our Knowledge o f  the External World, Locke 
(1967) recounts a basic philosophical model for bridging the ignorance gap between
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perception (S) and knowledge (P). “Being sure that S is P requires having good evidence 
that S is P” (p. 146). This study gathered “good evidence” and the findings should serve 
to help bridge the ignorance gap between perceived and acknowledged reasons for non- 
attendance in Pacifica. “What must we do now?” is a question attenders, especially 
leaders, might be asking. The consistent counsel from those who conduct research 
among non-attenders is to seek out dialogue with non-attenders (Hadaway, 1990, p. 122; 
Hale, 1977, p. 90; Hoge, 1981, p. 199; Princeton, 1988, p. 4; Rainer, 2001, p. 32). I agree 
with these experts that dialogue with non-attenders is the best way to bridge the present 
ignorance gap between perception and reality vis-à-vis the reasons for non-attendance. 
This need for a surge in dialogue will be addressed again in the Recommendations for 
Practice section.
The Fundamental Attribution Error 
Fritz Heider (1958), the founder o f attribution theory, referred to the phenomenon 
o f human attribution as the “naïve analysis o f action” (p. 1). Attribution is naïve in the 
sense that such perceptions are not scientifically formulated and, therefore, more likely to 
be erroneous. According to Hewstone (1983), there is “mounting evidence” that Heider 
was correct. “M ounting evidence has now been collected by researchers who are 
pessimistic about the ability o f humans to process social information in an elaborate and 
accurate manner” (p. 9). The evidence from this study certainly reinforces the pessimism 
about the ability o f  humans, in this case, adults who attend church, to make accurate 
attributions. In fact, the findings o f this study strongly suggest the presence o f what 
attribution theorists refer to as the “fundamental attribution error” or the “over attribution 
effect.” Weary et al. (1989) write.
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While a number o f potential biases, or errors, in attributions bave been investigated, 
perhaps the best documented one is the so-called “fundamental attribution error” 
(Ross, 1977), or the “over attribution effect” (Jones, 1979). Both o f these terms refer 
to the pervasive tendency o f attributors “ to overestimate the importance o f 
personal or dispositional factors relative to the environmental influences” (Ross, 
1977, p. 184). (p. 30)
Multiple findings from this study, both quantitative and qualitative, seem to support the 
conclusion that attenders in Pacifica, when analyzed as a total sample, seem prone to 
commit the fundamental attribution error. Attenders overestimated the importance o f 
both personal factors (see p. 98) and dispositional factors (see p. 92) relative to 
environmental influences, in this case, church-related issues. What is disturbing about 
this finding is the fact that people tend to act in harmony with their perceptions. Says 
Jones et al. (1972), “Analysis o f the attribution process takes on special practical 
importance because people frequently draw erroneous inferences about the causes o f 
social events and act in accordance with these inferences” (p. x).
Church Attendance, a Dispensable Ritual?
“Attending church is NOT a requirement to believe in God.”
“Excellent prayer can be accomplished without church.”
“Even in the Bible it states that church is not the way to God.”
“I don’t feel attending church will make me more or less religious.”
“I do not need to belong to a church to feel spiritual.”
“D on’t need to go to church to talk to my God!”
“I know more than church will teach me.”
“My church has become the outdoors— no pomp or B.S.”
“I believe that you can be spiritual w/out attending church.”
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Each o f these handwritten acknowledged reasons for non-attendance (submitted 
by non-attenders in Pacifica) reflects the opinion that church attendance is not required to 
be a religious or spiritual person. Another finding in support o f this view is the 70% of 
non-attenders who acknowledged that Church attendance is not required to he a truly 
religious person. Finally, one o f the top 10 acknowledged reasons for non-attendance in 
Pacifica was: A desire to arrive at religious beliefs apart from  church (M=3.26). Taken 
together, these findings support the conclusion that church attendance, for many non- 
attenders in Pacifica, is a dispensable religious ritual.
Clock and Bellah (1976) conducted their research on religious trends in the same 
context as this study, the San Francisco Bay area o f California. An “important finding” 
o f their study was that there was a “new religious consciousness” manifesting itself as a 
declining belief in a personal Cod and “a new self-awareness and spiritual sensitivity” (p. 
ix). Perhaps the new self-awareness and spiritual sensitivity discovered by Clock and 
Bellah are present in Pacifica and contributing to the mind-set that considers church 
attendance a dispensable ritual.
This view that church attendance is dispensable seems consistent with a finding 
from H oge’s 1981 study o f religious change among Catholics. Sixty percent (60%) o f 
“drop-outs,” Hoge discovered, either Strongly or Moderately Agreed  that An individual 
should arrive at his or her own beliefs independent o f  any church or synagogue (p. 193). 
In a closely related finding, Hoge also learned that 80% o f drop-outs responded “Yes” 
when asked. Do you think a person can be a good Christian or Jew i f  he or she doesn ’t 
attend church o f  synagogue?
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The dispensability o f church is, in my view, a logical consequence o f the
privatization o f personal spirituality in America which Hale (1977), 30 years ago, said
was “endem ic” (p. iv) and which Roof (1993) considers “common” in contemporary
America (p. 200). Regele (1995) makes a similar conclusion.
People today choose the construction o f reality they find most appealing. They look 
for the form o f story that provides the greatest meaning for them. . . . And where is 
the church in all this? It is simply one more o f the many alternative reality 
constructions available in the marketplace o f beliefs. . . .  It has no premier position.
(p. 81)
If these researchers are correct, the privatization o f personal spirituality is a “national 
contextual factor” hindering church growth in America. Hoge and Roozen (1979) define 
national contextual factors as various forces, like value commitments, “operating at the 
national level extemal to the church” (p. 39). The dispensability o f church attendance in 
Pacifica is quite possibly a logical consequence o f this national contextual factor.
So how should churches in Pacifica address this contextual factor over which they 
may have little or no control? First, a surge in caring dialogue as discussed in the 
previous section. Second, a surge in evangelistic outreach, for the gospel “is the power o f 
God for the salvation o f everyone who believes” (Rom 1:16). Hadaway and Roozen 
(1995) write, “Evangelistic outreach is a church’s single most important growth-related 
action . . .  [and] the empirical evidence suggests that outreach is extremely important to 
church growth” (p. 67). McIntosh (2003) concurs, “Biblical church growth is based on 
the belief that God wants his church to grow, and that growth should come primarily 
through evangelizing the lost” (p. 69). Stetzer and Dodson (2007) “studied more than 
three hundred churches that have recently experienced renewed growth after a significant 
period o f plateau and/or decline” (p. x). “According to our study,” write the authors, 
“most o f them [‘comeback churches’] develop and implement a more strategic and
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intentional process for evangelism. . . .  Comeback churches think and live evangelism” 
(p. 99). For Pacifica’s churches to grow, attenders will need to establish dialogue with 
non-attenders, and that dialogue should be both caring and evangelistic. But the 
evangelistic outreach must take into account the actual cultural gap that has developed in 
comparison with those no longer interested in church attendance.
Recommendations for Practice
My first recommendation for practice is a surge in caring dialogue with non- 
attenders. Caring dialogue will serve three important purposes. First, caring dialogue 
will allow the actual reasons for non-attendance to emerge and, thus, prevent attribution 
errors. Second, caring dialogue allows the sincere questions and concerns o f  non- 
attenders to be heard. Based on my 6-year experience o f dialoging with non-attenders in 
Pacifica, I believe what Hale (1977) said 30 years ago is still true today: “The 
overwhelming experience my conversations with the unchurched conveyed to me— the 
sort o f conversion from which I will never recover— was that those outside the churches 
want and need to be heard” (p. 90). Third, caring dialogue builds the bridges often 
required for successful evangelism. Hunter (1996) writes, “The ministry o f caring, 
intelligent conversation— especially around their questions and doubts— helps to open 
more secular people to the possibility o f faith than any other single approach I know o f ’ 
(p. 165).
My second recommendation is a surge in evangelistic dialogue. Some, perhaps 
many, non-attenders in Pacifica will already be believers who simply do not feel that 
church attendance is required (M=3.91) and, therefore, have no motivation to go to 
church (M=3.53). Inevitably, many non-attenders will be non-believers. In this study.
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37% of non-attenders surveyed (77=193) acknowledged that they have different religious 
beliefs than Christian churches. Specific non-Christian religious beliefs reported include 
Jewish, Buddhist, Gala spirituality, Pacdhamama, Darwinism, earth magic, and 
atheist/agnostic (see pp. 140-143). A surge in evangelistic dialogue, compelled by the 
love o f Christ, will he required to reach non-attenders. The findings o f this study suggest 
that this evangelistic dialogue in Pacifica should be understood from at least two different 
perspectives.
The first perspective is known as “E-1” (Winter, 1992, p. 163). E-1 evangelism is 
directed to people o f  a similar culture and language. In Pacifica, the similar language is 
English, and the similar culture, broadly speaking, is American or, perhaps, Californian. 
Acknowledging a similar language and culture, E -1 evangelism seeks to overcome 
“stained-glass barriers” which are “the popular perceptions o f the Church that hinder the 
unsaved from becoming personally involved” (Towns, 1995, p. 206). Examples o f 
hindering stained-glass harriers in Paeifica include perceptions that the church is filled 
with hypocrites (M=3.22); the church is too authoritarian (M=3.40); and the church’s 
view o f sexuality (M=3.50). To address these barriers, E-1 evangelists, especially 
preachers and teachers, will need to both live the truth and speak the truth, without 
coming across as authoritarian.
The residents o f Pacifica share a similar language, English, and, broadly speaking, 
a similar American or Californian culture. In this respect, E-1 seems an appropriate, but 
probably limited, mindset to approach evangelism in Pacifica. The reason why an E-1 
mindset is probably limited is because, when examined from a religious perspective, the 
people o f Pacifica no longer appear to share a sim ilar culture. The findings o f this study
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suggest the presence o f at least two, distinct religious sub-cultures in Pacifica. The first 
subculture is comprised o f people who consider church attendance a required part o f their 
religious experience. The second sub-culture is comprised o f people who do not consider 
church attendance a required part o f their religious experience. Representatives o f the 
second sub-culture include the 70% of non-attenders surveyed who acknowledge that 
church attendance is not required to be a truly religious person. The second sub-culture 
is also comprised o f those who express a desire to arrive at religious beliefs apart from  
church (M=3.26) and eonsider the church out o f  touch with today’s world  (M=3.35). 
Evangelists who encounter the second subculture should understand that the stained-glass 
barrier, a typical issue o f concern in E-1 evangelism, will have to be addressed in such a 
way that current non-attenders will be able to develop trust before they are expected to 
commit to the body o f the Church.
This approach will require careful strategic planning. In order to reach non- 
attenders in Pacifica, many o f whom consider church attendance dispensable, church 
leaders will need to continue to develop “strong, on-going, vigorously evangelizing” 
churches (Winter, 1992, p. 165). This will also require the prayerful development and 
implementation o f a strategic plan. Planning has been the consistent recommendation o f 
those who have conducted research among non-attenders (e.g.. Hale, 1977, pp. 90-96; 
Hoge, 1981, pp. 199-203; Wagner, 1987, pp. 133-173; Princeton, 1988, p. 4; Hadaway, 
1990, pp. 122; Hunter, 1996, pp. 149-171; Rainer, 2001, pp. 253-257; Reid, 2002, pp. 
109-178). A somewhat remarkable 84% o f the 632 attenders surveyed agreed or strongly 
agreed that non-attenders have no motivation to go to church (M=4.00). And non- 
attenders validated the perception o f  attenders by rating this reason the second highest
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scoring acknowledged reason for non-attendance (M=3.53). Church leaders should use 
this agreement as a first step towards carefully planning to overcome the motivational 
barrier o f non-attenders.
My fourth recommendation is to communicate the major findings o f this study to 
church members. Leaders might want to use the top 10 acknowledged reasons for non- 
attendance as the topic for a sermon series, a retreat, a newsletter, or a small group 
discussion. The top 10 perceived reasons could also be studied and used as a motivator 
for a surge in caring and evangelistic dialogue.
A Concluding Thought
According to historian o f religion Sandra S. Frankiel (1988), in her book 
California’s Spiritual Frontiers: Religious Alternatives in Anglo-Protestantism, 
Californians have always had “distinctive religious issues and attitudes” (p. xiv). 
Californians, she writes, have been known to have “a different kind o f spiritual 
satisfaction and a different orientation toward the world” (p. 127). Perhaps in this mental 
model among spiritually minded non-attenders in Pacifica, California, the dispensability 
o f church attendance makes perfectly logical sense.
The current struggle for church growth in Pacifica may however just be a 
continuation o f the past hundred years o f religious history in California’s cities and 
towns. “In 1906,” says Frankiel, “nearly 65% o f California’s population was unchurched” 
(p. xi). In 1977, Hale reported that California was home to “the single largest 
concentration o f the unchurched [in America], 47 o f its 58 counties (81%) being 
dominantly unchurched”(p.4). In a 1999 book, Reid reported that “fully 71% of that 
community [Redondo Beach, California] had never entered a church building, not even
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for a wedding or funeral. Yet, these same people reported that they were more spiritually 
hungry than at any previous time in their lives” (p. 100).
So with all this discouraging history to contend with, and with this study’s 
deflating finding concerning the perceived dispensability o f church attendance, where do 
church leaders and attenders look for hope? While strategic planning and good 
leadership are part o f the answer the ultimate answer will have to be sought from the 
creator o f Christian community himself.
Recommendations for Future Research
From this study a number of opportunities for future research emerged. If this 
study is repeated, it might be beneficial to delimit the sample o f non-attenders to those 
who have never attended church, thereby focusing the findings to a more specific sample. 
By implication, the researcher would need to remove from the questionnaire all the 
reasons based on prior attendance, for example. Sermons are boring.
This study was delimited to adult residents o f Pacifica. A similar, yet simpler and 
shorter, study o f non-attendance from the perspective o f children might be a fascinating 
and insightful investigation.
The comparative research design used to examine the nature o f  non-attendance 
could also be used to examine the perceptions o f God and certain Christian doctrines.
For example, what do attenders think non-attenders believe about God, salvation, angels, 
hell, etc? These perceptions could then be compared with what non-attenders actually 
believe and, perhaps, yield some surprising insights.
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In this study, the acknowledged reason with the highest mean score was Church 
attendance is not required to be a truly religious person. What does this mean for 
churches trying to reach out to non-attenders? This should be the focus o f  a future study.
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APPENDIX A
THE REASONS FOR NON-ATTENDANCE
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THE REASONS FOR NON-ATTENDANCE
O utline Form at
I. T h re e  G e n e ra l C a te g o rie s  o f  R easo n s  fo r  N o n -a tte n d a n c e
A. Fourteen sub-categories o f  reasons for non-attendance 
1. F if ty -f iv e  specific  re a so n s  fo r  n o n -a tte n d a n c e
a. Specific statem ents, 412  to tal, related to  the reasons for non-attendance
I. C h u rc h -R e la te d  R easo n s
A. Reasons related to the church's beliefs and/or teaching ministry 
1. T h e  c h u rc h  lack s to le ra n c e  fo r  d if fe re n t beliefs
a. “T h irty -five  percent o f  unchurched  A m ericans either ‘strong ly  ag ree ’ or 
'm odera te ly  ag ree ’ that the rules about m orality  and p reached  by the 
churches and synagogues today  are too restric tive” (J. G. G allup , 1978, 
p. 32).
b. “The ru les about m orality  preached  by the L utheran  C hurch  today  are too  
restric tive” (B redholt, 1992, p. 6).
c. S ixteen percen t o f  younger respondents (18-22) and 26%  o f  o lder 
respondents (23 and older) said they becam e d ropouts based  on “their 
objection  to  C atholic m oral teach ings” (H oge, 1981, p .86).
d. “D octrine or ethics have been so narrow  as to  sm other th em ” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 40).
e. “ Surveys have show n tha t on ly  a  sm all percen tage o f  unchurched  people 
th ink th a t churches are to le ran t o f  people  w ith d ifferen t ideas” (S trobel, 
1993, p. 78).
f. “He m ade me very angry; like I said, w hen som ebody  says you have to  do it 
m y w ay and no other, 1 get m ad. N uts w ith  tha t!” (H ale, 1977, p. 51).
g. “W hen C hristians assert tha t their w ay  is the on ly  w ay  to  heaven, H arry  
calls tha t b igo try” (S trobel, 1993, 77).
h. “T oo m uch fundam entalism ” (H ale, 1977, p. 76).
i. “D isagreed  w ith the C h u rch ’s stand on birth  con tro l” (H oge, 1981, p. 93).
j . “D isagreed  w ith the C h u rch ’s stance on d ivorce and rem arriage” (H oge,
1981, p. 93).
k. “All the church talks about is denying  yourself. I raise fou r children , w ork 
seven days a w eek. 1 am  tired  o f  denying m y s e lf ’ (D em psey , 1997, p. 39).
1. “T hen w e w ent to ano ther church  that w as fire-and-b rim stone-type  stuff.
T hey w ere pretty  legalistic , and it really  turned  m y w hole fam ily  off. I 
m ean w e quit going to  church for years” (H endricks, 1993, p. 88).
m. S teve’s “ Sunday  school teacher said, ‘Y ou have a cho ice  to m ake. E ither
you w ill believe in evo lu tion  or you w ill be lieve  in G od. I t’s one or the 
other— science or fa ith .’ S teve w as in trigued w ith  b io logy , and w hen he 
w ent aw ay  to  college and studied  science, he fo llow ed  the Sunday  school 
teach e r’s d ictum  and left his faith  beh ind” (M claren  & C am polo , 2005, 
p. 96).
116
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2. The church’s tone is too authoritarian
a. “A ll the churches here, w ell, th e y ’re all so harsh , no so ftness in them  at a ll” 
(H ale, 1977, p. 75).
b. “ 1 am  looking for a C hristian  church w here the ideology is no t a harsh, 
hum an in terpretation  o f  the B ib le” (R egele , 1995, p. 165)
c. “ It [authoritarian  preaching] turns m e o f f ’ (H unter, 1992, p. 57).
d. “ It w as a C hristian ity  based on fear and authoritarian  co n tro l” (H endricks, 
1993, p. 97).
e. “A vo id ing  a G od o f  law  and ju d g m en t” (R auff, 1979, p. 58).
f. “Folks o f  m y age group react very poorly  to  the pushy, au thorita tive  tone o f  
the C hristian  R ight leaders” (M erril, 1997, p. 139).
g. “She b riefly  visited one church , but quick ly  d iscovered  that she w as 
expected  to  be there on Sunday  m orning, Sunday  evening , W ednesday  
evening, and M onday n igh t B ible study. T he first tim e she w as m ildly 
approached  from  m issing a service, she stopped going a ltoge ther” 
(H am m ond, 2001, p. 80).
3. The church’s beliefs arc too hard to understand
a. “D octrinal conflic t em erged  as a reason for leaving for peop le  re jec ted  w hat 
the C hurch  taught or m isunderstood  it’s m essage” (R auff, 1979, p. 57).
b. “M any people .. .  [end up] rejecting  C hris tian ity  as nothing bu t a confusing  
set o f  con trad ic tions” (H endricks, 1993, p. 60).
c. “1 really  d id n ’t understand  anything tha t w as go ing  on” (R auff, 1979, p. 53).
4. The church is out of touch with today’s world
a. “The unchurched  indicate th a t the church  no longer possesses the 
sym bols and im ages tha t bring  the know ledge o f  G od into the ir daily  lives” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 89).
b. “T hey  d o n ’t consider church  a place to com e and w ork ou t th e ir life 
stra teg ies” (Johnson, 1983, p. 12).
c. “W e did no t find reasonable answ ers to  the story  o f  life in the chu rch” 
(R egele , 1995, p. 171).
d. “T hey  do no t th ink o f  the C hurch  as p lugged in w here th ey  a re” (H unter, 
1992, p. 48).
e. “Just w ords and ... ph raseo logy  ... sp iritual ja rg o n  that had no 
correspondence  to  reality . I w as mad about it” (H endricks, 1993, p. 26).
f. “I f  the church  w ere m ore real and addressed  people in a m ore real w ay, then  
th a t’s the kind o f  church  I ’d like to be involved in” (H endricks, 1993,
p. 33).
g. “ Lack o f  re levance o f  re lig ion  for daily  life” (H oge, 1981, p. 89).
h. “ 1 d o n ’t th ink  th ey ’re really  in touch w ith to d a y ’s w orld” (H oge, 1981, 
p. 113).
i. “T hings w ere ju s t a little b it too  neatly  bu ttoned dow n to be rea listic” 
(H endricks, 1993, p. 88).
5. The church is not able to answer the questions people are asking
a. “The churches are g iv ing  answ ers to questions people  a re n ’t ask ing” (H ale, 
1977, p. 48).
b. “A cross m ore than a dozen  d ifferent focus groups, respondents 
consisten tly  voiced frustration  that the church often  p reaches sim plistic  
answ ers to  com plex  m oral and ethical issues. A nd in m ost cases it is not
117
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
even w illing  to d iscuss the issues. T hey  perceive the church  to  be a telling  
institution, not a  listening one” (R egele , 1995, p. 99-100).
c. “ I have m any questions, but d o n ’t feel they  could  be answ ered  at 
church” (D em psey, 1997, p. 70).
d. “T he church stands silen t to  the questions o f  the m odern  ind iv idual” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 25).
e. “L ike H arry, M ary d o esn ’t th ink o f  looking to  the church  for answ ers” 
(S trobel, 1993, p. 76).
f. “ I have no t found any  church  that m eets m y relig ious needs” (D em psey, 
1997, p. 68).
g. “The church m em bers told me to  ju s t trust the Lord, and every th ing  w ould 
m ake sense. I needed to struggle  w ith m y questions o f  faith  and doubt, but 
I Just co u ld n ’t do it in the church, so I left” (H am m ond, 2 0 0 l , p .  52).
h. “M any dechurched experience traum a that is never adequately  processed 
on a sp iritual level” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 59).
6. The church does not provide meaning for life
a. T hirteen  percen t o f  respondents said th ey  stopped  attend ing  church for the 
fo llow ing reason: “ C hurch no longer a  help in finding m ean ing  and purpose 
o f  life” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
b. “Found the C hurch m ean ing less” (H oge, 1981, p. 105).
c. “ I belonged  to  the C hurch  in 1960. A nd it’s the sam e now  as it w as then. 1
said to  m y w ife, “Y ou could  look at the bulletin , ju s t change the date, and 
y o u ’d have the 1960’s bulletin . 1 think th a t’s horrib le, because  y o u ’re in a 
changing  society” (R auff, 1979, p. 54).
d. “N o m eaning, no m eaning  at a ll” (H ale, 1977, p. 52).
e. “T he church  no longer offers any m eaning  to m e” (D em psey , 1997, p. 86).
f. “Y oung adults exit because church cannot p rov ide m eaning  fo r their lives” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 50).
g. “T hey  have concluded  that institutional relig ion in any form  is m eaningless 
to  their lives” (R egele , 1995, p. 165).
h. “ She felt C hristians em braced  m eaningless ideas w ith  no foundation  in fact” 
(H am m ond, 2001, p. 80).
i. T hree percen t o f  younger respondents (18-22) and 19% o f  o lder 
respondents (23 and older) said they becam e dropou ts based on their 
“ob jection  to  changes in M ass or o ther recen t changes” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
7. The church is irrelevant
a. “ Irre levan t” (Johansson , 1984, p. 24).
b. “T he social strainers, have im m ersed them selves in the scram ble
for social status ... and  have given prac tica lly  no advertence  to  sacred  
values” (F ich ter, 1954, p. 78).
c. “ I cou ld  care  less abou t th e  church” (H ale, 1977, p . 41).
d. “ It m akes no d ifference to  m e at all” (H ale, 1977, p. 53).
e. “N o one they  know  betw een  tw enty  and th irty -five  years o ld  is serious 
about church” (Johnson , 1983, p. 11).
f. “C hurch is w orth go ing  to  only  on C hristm as and E aster” (Johnson , 1983,
p. 12).
g. “C hurch  is im portan t on ly  a t birth and death” (Johnson , 1983, 
p. 13).
h. “C hurch does not have any th ing  to o ffer m e” (Johnson , 1983,
p. 10).
i. “N ot in the least b it in terested” (R egele , 1995, p. 176).
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j .  “See little i f  any value in sp iritual teach ing  or a good church” (R egele ,
1995, p. 176).
k. “1 have no beliefs. 1 belong  to no com m unity , trad ition , o r any th ing  like
that. I ’m lost in this vast, vast w orld. 1 belong now here, I have abso lu tely  
no iden tity” (A nderson, 1991, p. 51).
1. “1 am  a senior re lig ion  m ajo r at O berlin  C ollege and 1 d o n ’t have any
re lig ion” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 6).
m. “C om fortab le  w ith her re lig iousness” (D em psey, 1997, p. 50).
n. “1 w as pretty  satisfied  w ith m y life, no big crisis. N o  sense tha t som ething
m issing  in m y life. G ood fam ily. 1 sure w as caught o f f  guard  w hen 1 w ent 
to L indsay ’s church” (R ainer, 2001, p. 58).
0 . “It is not uncom m on for people to becom e d isillusioned  and dechurched 
w hen their old beliefs no longer w ork yet new  beliefs rem ain  un in fo rm ed” 
(H am m ond, 2001, p. 118).
p. A g reat num ber o f  young  A m ericans believed that the church represented
irrelevant tradition  (H adaw ay , 1990, p. 30).
q. “Few  o lder adults becam e true d ropouts, but m illions even tua lly  drifted  into 
m ental m em bers status a fter they  began to see church  invo lvem en t as 
optional and irre levant” (H adaw ay, 1990, p. 31).
B. Reasons related to the church's leadership and/or governance
1. Negative feelings about church pastors and leaders
a. In m ore than 40%  o f  F ich te r’s in terview s w ith do rm an t C atho lics there w as 
m ention o f  the priests. F o r exam ple, “T he priest te rrified  m e; we w ere 
afraid  o f  him  w hen w e w ere  kids. Som e persons rem arked  on the p rie s ts ’ 
aloofness, lack o f  co rd ia lity , boorishness, au tocratic  m ethods, and
so on” (F ichter, 1954, p .77).
b. “N egative  feelings about the pastor and church leadersh ip” (P rinceton,
1988, p. 44).
c. “M inisters are bad” (H ale, 1977, p. 75 ).“T hey  th ink  the church  is run by 
un in teresting  and ra ther narrow  peop le” (Johnson, 1983, p. 13).
d. “M uch o f  the h indrance [to church attendance] is a ttribu ted  to  the m in isters 
o f  the local congregation” (D em psey, 1997, p. 67).
e. “ C lergy  represen t som e th ird  gender” (H unter, 1992, p. 23).
f. “Secular unchurched people  have no reason to respect a p a s to r’s vocation  or
take a  pastor seriously” (H unter, 1992, p. 170).
g. “H arry  prefers dow n-to -earth , stra igh t ta lk ing  leaders” (S trobel, 1993,
p. 66).
h. “C hurches have alw ays been  a m ale-dom inated  institu tion” (S trobel, 1993, 
p. 76).
1. “1 rea lly  though t that pastors w ere tw o-faced  hypocrites w ith  a ho lier-than- 
thou a ttitude” (R ainer, 2001 , p. 60).
j. “ Isn ’t good pastor an oxym oron” (R ainer, 2001 , p. 157).
k. “M ost o f  you C hristians d o n ’t know  how  to th ink, e spec ia lly  the m in is ters”
(R ainer, 2001, p. 141).
I. “Folks o f  m y age group  react very  poorly  to the pushy , au thorita tive tone o f  
the C hristian  R ight leaders” (M erril, 1997, p. 139).
2. Experienced a serious disappointment with a church leader (or leaders)
a. “ In C h ris ’s opinion, g ross sin w as being  to lerated  ra ther than  dealt w ith.
N o t by  people w ho w ere young  and inexperienced bu t by veteran  leaders 
w ho abso lu tely  knew  better” (H endricks, 1993, p. 105).
b. F ourteen percen t o f  y o unger responden ts (18-22) and 19%  o f  o lder
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c. respondents (23 and older) said they  becam e “d ropou ts” based  on a
“con flic t w ith priest” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
d. “T hen  he [the pastor] had an affair w ith m y m other. It lasted a num ber o f
years. She w as the church  secretary” (H endricks, 1993, p. 97).
e. “ M y m other w as kicked ou t o f  the C atho lic  relig ion for m arry ing  a d ivorced 
m an. S ince then, w e have stayed aw ay from  the church, m uch to  my 
m o th er’s d ism ay” (D em psey , 1997, p. 71).
f. “ F ifteen  years ago m y bro ther com m itted  suicide. T he funeral m essage
w as, ‘This boy is in hell. D o n ’t let th is happen to y o u .’ T w en ty -five  people  
in m y fam ily  becam e unchurched at that instant” (K laas, 1996, p. 52).
g. “M any inactive C atholics told us sto ries o f  conflic ts w ith  p riests” (H oge, 
1981, p. 88).
h. “1 fe lt like scream ing at him  [the leader]” (H endricks, 1993, p. 49).
i. “1 found m any w ho had left a church or parachurch o rgan iza tion  because o f
an abusive leader” (H endricks, 1993, p. 70).
j .  “1 v isited  a  church a  few  tim es w ith m y neighbor w hen  1 w as ten or eleven
years old. The pastor w as a m ean je rk . 1 said 1 w ould never go back” 
(R ainer, 2001, p. 173).
3. The church is more interested in money than people
a. N ine percen t o f  younger responden ts (18-22) and 11%  o f  o lder
respondents (23 and older) said they  becam e “d ropou ts” based, at least in
part, on “too m uch ta lk  o f  m oney” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
b. “ 1 feel like every  tim e you  tu rn  around, the church asks for m oney  from  
you” (D em psey , 1997, p. 70).
c. “T hey  are alw ays ask ing  for m oney” (Johansson . 1984, p. 24).
d. “ 1 feel like every  tim e you turn  around, the church  asks for m oney  from  
you” (D em psey , 1997, p. 70).
e. “ C hurches seem  m ore interested in your m oney than in you as a person” 
(H unter, 1992, p. 149).
f. “ E xcessive em phasis on m oney” (H oge, 1981, p. 89).
g. “ P riests are alw ays ask ing  for m oney” (H oge, 1981, p. 97).
h. T he m in isters “w ant m ore m oney, m ore m oney, even th ough  they  are 
getting  all the m oney” (H ale, 1977, p. 47).
i. “1 fe lt like the church  w as too  draw n by  a quest for m oney  to  support its 
ow n se lf-p reservation . People should be focused on the c h u rch ’s m in istry , 
no t fun d ing” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 77).
4. The church has lost the real spiritual part of religion
a. “T he L utheran  C hurch  has lost the real sp iritual part o f  re lig ion” (B redho lt, 
1992, p. 6).
b. “A  m oney-m aking  institu tion” (R auff, 1979, p. 55).
c. T h irty  %  o f  the unchurched  “strongly  ag ree” tha t “ m ost churches and
synagogues today  have lost the real sp iritual part o f  re lig ion” (P rinceton , 
1978, p. 32).
d. “T w enty -five  %  o f  the  unchurched  “ strongly  ag ree” tha t m ost churches and 
synagogues today  are too concerned  w ith  o rgan izational, as opposed  to 
theo log ica l or sp iritual issues” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 21).
e. “M assive  in terest in busy  w ork; too p reoccupied  w ith its ow n se lf­
m ain tenance” (H ale , 1977, p. 39).
f. “S uch concern  w ith  o rgan izational, financial, and w orld ly  m atters em erged  
in the research  o f  G a llu p ’s stud ies and H o g e’s study o f  the d ropou t 
C atho lics as w ell” (D em psey , 1997, p. 70).
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g. “ 1 believe tha t churches, etc. prostitu te  religion. O rganized  relig ion is a big 
m arketing  scam ” (D em psey, 1997, p. 70).
h. “ W hy do they  w ant m y nam e on a roster som ew here— so they  can brag 
about how  m any m em bers they  have” (S trobel, 1993, p. 71).
i. “ Excessive m aterialism ” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
j.  “ 1 believe in G od, but I do n ’t believe in the church  because it deals too 
m uch w ith m aterialism  and using G od to  get w hat they  need” (D em psey, 
1997, p. 75).
k. “Y ou C hristians really  need help” (R ainer, 2001, p. 33).
I. “ 1 felt like the church  w as too draw n by a quest for m oney to  support its
ow n self-preservation . People should be focused on the ch u rch ’s m inistry , 
no t funding” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 77).
m. “O ur society  is g iven over to such m aterialistic  values. T hese values are 
often ju s t as ev iden t w ithin the church  as in A m erican  cu ltu re” (H am m ond, 
2001, p. 77).
n. “1 rem em ber being new com ers in our prev ious com m un ity  and having  tw o
m en from  an area church visit m y husband and me. T hey  told us all about 
their church and ended their little ta lk  by saying, ‘W e are having a church 
grow th con test to  see if  we can top 500 in our church school. I f  you both 
com e, we w ill reach 4 5 7 ’. T hat com pletely  turned  m e off. I felt like a 
num ber, som e num erical goal, not a person w ith gifts to  offer (H am m ond, 
2001 , p. 130).
0 . “ The C hristians are the o n e ’s w ho need to be saved” (C onder, 2006 , p. 13).
5. The church is run too much like a government bureaucracy
a. “ I see the church  as no t m uch d ifferen t from  governm en t—  it’s 
overpow ering” (H ale, 1977, p. 49).
b. “C hurch is a kind o f  pow erbroker, like a bureaucracy  or governm en t” 
(P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
c. “ I t’s alw ays a  take-over deal” (R auff, 1979, p. 53).
d. “O bject to  the po litical nature o f  the church” (H ale , 1977, p. 39).
6. The church was always trying to get people to do something
a. “B urned ou t” (H ale, 1977, p. 54).
b. “T hey  felt w e should  do every th ing  and we w e ren ’t ready  to do that. W e’re 
ou t now ” (H ale, 1977, p. 55).
c. “T hey  are alw ays try ing  to  get m e to do som eth ing” (Johansson , 1984, 
p. 25).
d. “T hey  have know n the inside and it has dep leted  the ir resources, ta len ts and 
tim e” (H ale, 1977, p. 40).
e. “B y  the tim e Patsy  reached the age o f  eigh teen , she w as tired . Patsy said:
T ju s t d o n ’t w an t to  be indispensable anym ore. 1 ju s t w anted to be me, and 
I ju t  d o n ’t know  if  I can be me in the ch u rch ’” (H am m ond , 2001 , p. 12).
7. The church let me down at a real time of need
a. “ 1 cam e here w ith  a  sick  husband  . . . and no t one person  ever cam e 
to  see m e” (H ale, 1977, p. 69).
b. “A nd 1 felt at tim es the C hurch  let m e dow n w hen  m aybe I needed  that
encouragem ent” (R auff, 1979, p. 55).
c. “D ivorce is one form  o f  personal exclusion  th a t has caused  m uch hu rt” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 81).
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c. Reasons related to the church's ministries and/or social purpose
1. The church is not doing enough to help those in need
a. “ 1 felt the church  ju s t had their prio rities w rong. I’ve go t a real
soft spot for the hom eless and children , and in th is day  and in th is country , 
nobody should be go ing  hungry” (H endricks, 1993, p. 91).
b. “C hurch is not genu inely  serving those w hom  C hrist loved and sought to 
reclaim ” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
c. “Too m uch preach ing  and not enough helping those  w ho need understanding  
and counseling” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
d. “ Support and gu idance to those seeking grace, no t on the ego o f  the pastor 
and congregation” (R egele , 1995, p. 170).
2. The church is not concerned enough with social issues
a. T hirty-nine %  o f  the unchurched either “ strongly  ag ree” or “m oderately  
agree” that “ m ost churches and synagogues are no t concerned  
enough w ith social ju s tic e” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 32).
b. “C hurch is not seriously  concerned  to  w ork for a better society”
(Princeton, 1978, p. 22).
c. “T he C hurch h a sn ’t led the w ay  in b reaking dow n barriers— socio -econom ic, 
racial, national, ethnic. 1 d o n ’t feel they  have led the w ay  at all. It’s the 
church  in our society  th a t’s sick” (H ale, 1977, p. 49).
d. “ M ore involved in its com m unity” (S trobel, 1993, p. 70).
e. “T hey  support causes 1 d o n ’t ag ree  w ith” (Johansson , 1984, p. 25).
f. “T hey  do nothing but p reach” (H ale, 1977, p. 47).
g. “ I felt that any  G od that 1 could fo llow  had to  be concerned  about life here 
on earth and p eo p le ’s rela tions to  one ano ther” (R auff, 1979, p. 58).
h. “ A lot o f  people critic ize  us for be ing  all w hite and not try ing  to  reach 
people o f  o ther co lors and cu ltu res” (Johnson, 1983, p. 13).
i. “ 1 w ish  the church w ould  be m ore concerned about p lanet ea rth” (H ale,
1977, p. 78).
j .  “ I f  you C hristians w ould  ju s t stop  ta lk ing  to yourse lves so m uch, you m ight
ju s t learn som eth ing  from  the res t from  the w orld” (R ainer, 2001 , p. 69).
k. “The church sim ply  d o esn ’t speak  to the cares and concerns tha t w ere
im portant to m e. N o one w anted to explore issues o f  w ealth  and poverty , o f  
econom ics and ju s tic e ” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 77).
1. “ W holly  unconcerned  about the in justices that w ere so read ily  apparen t in 
A m erica (H adaw ay, 1990, p. 31).
3. Organized religion is an evil thing
a. “The church perpetuates irresponsib ility , dependence, a  re liance on 
the authority  o f  o thers” (H ale, 1977, p. 53).
b. “ I believe tha t o rgan ized  relig ion  is an evil th ing. It has been responsib le  
(the C hris tian /C atho lic  relig ion m ostly) for w ars and oppression , ou t-o f- 
contro l birth rates, hatred , in to lerance, and m any o ther social il ls ...to o  m uch 
im m orality  in the nam e o f  superiority : rep ressing  o ther re lig ions, the 
C rusades, A m erican  S lavery, rep ression , k illing  o f  N ative  A m ericans, and 
Jim  and T am m y B aker and P at R obertson” (D em psey , 1997, p. 71)
c. “ I t’s a  sham eful tha t you  use th is B ook to prom ote yo u r ow n racism ! I ’ll 
never set foot in here aga in !” (H endricks, 1993, 82).
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4. Churches compete with other churches
a. “ I f  C hris tian ity  is one, w hy are there so m any com peting  b ranches” (H ale, 
1977, p. 44).
b. “ I ju s t w ish they  w eren ’t so m any against the o th e r’s church” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 83).
c. “ W hich one is right? W hich one is w rong?” (H ale, 1977, p. 83).
5. Concerned about the quality of childcare at the church
a. “W orried about the quality  o f  ch ildcare” (W arren, 1985, p. 191).
D. Reasons related to the church’s worship service and/or sermons 
1. Would not connect meaningfully with a church service
a. “U nchurched people  do not feel com pelled  to  experience the 
w orship  life o f  a  congregation  w hen that w orsh ip  experience  does not 
com m unicate  m eaningfu lly  w ith  them ” (K laas, 1996, p. 51).
b. “1 did no t find the sp iritual food, or w hatever, in w orsh ip  tha t w as 
happening in tha t parish on Sundays” (R auff, 1979, p. 56).
c. “W hat the church  does is very  m ediocre” (D em psey , 1997, p. 23).
d. “C hurch w as too  im personal and too form al” (H oge, 1981, p. 99).
e. “1 d o n ’t like the w ay church  services are set up. T h e y ’re sort o f  a 
m onarchy” (H endricks, 1993, p. 54).
f. “ D islike for trad itional form s o f  w orsh ip” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
g. “ I w as rea lly  surprised— people in shorts! 1 w as Just com plete ly  taken  
aback to see th is kind o f  a tm osphere” (H ale, 1977, p. 75).
h. [W hen 1 used to attend church] “there w as a  m ystery -m oving , dram atic. T he 
nostalg ia  has all d isappeared” (H ale, 1977, p. 56).
2. The overall church experience is too boring
a. T w en ty -seven  percen t o f  younger respondents (18-22) and 24%  o f  o lder 
respondents (23 and older) said they  becam e d ropou ts because  they  felt 
“that the C atho lic  C hurch  is bo ring” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
b. “C hurch is bo ring” (Johansson , 1984, p. 25).
c. “N ot exc iting” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
d. “H a lf  the peop le  are s leep ing” (H ale, 1977, p. 75).
e. “A  yaw n ing  ind ifference” (H unter, 1992, p. 48).
f. “Seem ed so gray  and dull” (R auff, 1979, p. 52).
g. “ It Just seem ed  boring  to m e” (R auff, 1979, p. 59).
h. “B ut they  w ere pretty  bo ring” (H endricks, 1993, p. 82).
i. “ I ’m so bored  w ith the people and the p resen tation  and ... I ’m w orn out! I 
w ant ou tta  th ere !” (H endricks, 1993, p. 114).
J. “B oredom ! B ored m e to tears. I m ean, the program s? B ored me. T he
people? B ored me. T he approach? B ored me. T he serv ices?  B ored m e” 
(H endricks, 1993, p. 115).
k. “C hurch is too  boring to sustain  interest” (H oge, 1981, p. 87).
1. “C hurch is unbearab ly  b o rin g ” (H ale, 1977, p. 97).
m . “ I w as no t involved in church  because I d id n ’t see any th ing  there. T here
w as no life, it Just w asn ’t th e re” (H oge, 1981, p. 118).
n. “ C hurch is bo ring” (W arren , 1995, p. 191).
o. C iting  H a rtm an ’s (1976) research: “ . . .  w orsh ip  w as b o ring”
(H oge, 1981, p. 12).
p. “D riven ou t o f  the ir longtim e church by bo redom ” (B arna, 2005 , p. 2).
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3. T o o  m u ch  p re a c h in g  a b o u t hell
a. “ It [authoritarian  preaching] turns me o f f ’ (H unter, 1992, p. 57).
b. “ I d o n ’t like the hellfire and dam nation” (H ale, 1977, p. 77).
c. “1 believe G od is loving and caring , not punishing. 1 believe you can share
a m essage th rough  your actions m ore than th rough  p reach ing  and 
condem ning” (D em psey, 1997, p. 67).
d. “ I ’m not in terested  in listening to  hellfire and brim stone th rea ts” (R egele , 
1995, p. 170).
e. “Then w e w ent to another church that w as fire-and-b rim stone-type  stuff. 
They w ere pretty  legalistic, and it really tu rned  m y w hole fam ily  off. 1 
m ean w e qu it going to church  for years” (H endricks, 1993, p. 88).
f. “The pasto r w as a fire and brim stone type. W e ju s t co u ld n ’t relate to  h im ”
(R auff, 1979, p. 5).
4. Sermons are too boring to sustain my Interest
a. “ W hy should  1 get up and go to  church to be put to sleep  by a  p reacher w hen
1 can sleep fine at hom e” (D em psey , 1997, p. 69).
b. “ B etter p reach ing  w ould attrac t me to church” (S trobel, 1993, 70).
c. “ Serm ons boring” (H oge, 1981, p. 89).
d. “C hurch is boring, especially  the serm ons” (W arren , 1995, p. 191).
e. C iting H artm an’s (1976) research; “ . . .  serm ons w ere p o o r” (H oge, 1981,
p. 12).
E. Reasons related to the church’s membership and/or community
5. A bad experience with a church member (or members)
a. T w enty-tw o percen t o f  responden ts said they  stopped  attend ing  church  for 
the fo llow ing  reason: “ Specific problem s w ith  the chu rch” (P rinceton , 1988, 
p. 44).
b. F ichter asked the question , “ W hy do people quit the C atho lic  C hurch?” He 
w rites, “ I f  w e com bine these answ ers w ith the analysis o f  parish  statistics, it 
is possib le to set up several general categories w hich seem  to  be relatively  
re liab le .” O ne o f  F ich te r’s ca tegories w as the fo llow ing: “T raum atic  
E xperiences” (F ichter, 1954, p. 77).
c. Six percen t o f  younger responden ts (18-22) and 5%  o f  o lder responden ts (23 
and older) said they  becam e dropouts based on “conflic t w ith  o ther 
parish ioners” (H oge, 1981, p. 87).
d. “A  large m ajo rity  o f  o lder nonchurchgoers have abandoned  the church 
because they  becam e d issatisfied  w ith the com m unity  ra ther than w ith  the ir 
relig ious identification . G enuine d issatisfaction  resu lts from  a situation  in 
the church  tha t norm ally  is tied  to  theo log ical beliefs o r in terpersonal 
re la tionsh ips” (D em psey, 1997, p. 52).
e. “ M y church  friends tu rned  their back on me. It really  hurt. 1 d o n ’t really  
care to  go back anym ore” (H ale , 1977, p. 77).
f. “M em bers are unfriendly  to  v is ito rs” (H unter, 1992, p. 149).
g. “Y ou’re no t supposed to do tha t [be critical] a t church” (D em psey , 1997, 
p. 94).
h. “Person after person w ent on to  describe harsh  trea tm en t by  the ir last 
congregation” (K laas, 1996, p. 52).
i. “W e had a  new  baby and our experience w ith leaving him  a t the nu rsery  
w as te rrib le” (H endricks, 1993, p. 54).
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j .  The fo llow ing  au tob iographical statem ent is from  a conscien tious objector: 
“The church  people  ju s t thought w as a cow ard, or com m unist o r som eth ing” 
(H ale, 1977, p. 69).
k. “ It w as very  guilt-inducing— guilt and sham e, gu ilt and sham e. She gave 
up” (H endricks, 1993, p. 67).
1. “T h ere ’s no longer any trust there. A nd 1 still d o n ’t tru st th em ” (H endricks, 
1993, p. 65).
m. “T he experience is the only  th ing they  rem em ber abou t chu rch” (D em psey, 
1997, p. 35).
n. “A large m ajority  o f  o lder nonchurchgoers have abandoned  the church 
because they  becam e d issatisfied  w ith the com m unity  rather than  w ith their 
relig ious iden tification” (D em psey, 1997, p. 52).
0. “M y father w as d isappoin ted  at som e th ings tha t happened  in his ch u rch ” 
(R auff, 1979, p. 55).
p. “The church kicked R oger ou t because o f  som eth ing  he d id . 1 ju s t d o n ’t
think th a t’s how  the church should trea t people. So w e a re n ’t going back 
there” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 7).
q. “The fo llow ing  au tob iograph ica l statem ent is from  C huck, w hose friend
Brad adm itted  to the youth  pasto r that he w as gay: T he church  treated  him 
terribly. H e w as shattered. A fter that, 1 ju s t c o u ld n ’t stay. 1 co u ld n ’t 
believe that C hristians w ould  treat their ow n that w ay. 1 still consider 
m y se lf a C hristian , bu t the  church  ju s t isn ’t for m e anym ore” (H am m ond,
2001, p. 11).
r. “Som e dechurched  experienced  personal abuse at the hands o f  p rofessing 
C hristians w ho live exem plary  lives w hile m ain tain ing  abusive  private 
lives” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 39).
s. “M any tim es the dechurched  have been horrib ly  betrayed  by C hristian  
friends, churches, o r fam ily  m em bers” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 54).
t. “The day  cam e, how ever, w hen the pastor w as charged w ith  sexual
indiscretions, and V alerie  w as falsely im p lic a te d .. .  . V alerie  w as shunned 
by the congregation  she so faith fu lly  served. V alerie  left the church, 
w ounded and sham ed” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 64).
u. “T he church  m em bers w ere particu larly  critical o f  her m other. ... Even at a 
young age, H elena believed  th a t the church failed to  live up to  the ideals 
that it preached . T his d istu rbed  her deep ly” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 76).
2. Childhood memories of church are negative
a. “N egative  overexposure as a ch ild” (P rinceton, 1978, p. 22).
b. “C hurch w as the pun ishm en t 1 had to endure to  have a good tim e” (H ale, 
1977, p. 50).
c. “Bad experience  in paroch ia l education” (H ale, 1977, p. 50).
d. “M y paren ts d rug  m e in the doors every  chance they  co u ld ” (D em psey ,
1997, p. 52).
e. “Paren ts badgering  them  to  go to  church” (H oge, 1981, p . 81).
f. “Som e th ings scared  m e” (H ale , 1977, p. 50).
g. “ I visited a church  a few  tim es w ith m y neighbor w hen 1 w as ten o r eleven 
years old. T he pastor w as a m ean je rk . I said I w ould never go back” 
(R ainer, 2001 , p. 173).
h. “M y father im parted ju d g m e n t rather than grace. A s an adu lt she vow ed that 
neither she, nor any ch ild ren  she m ight bear, w ould  ever set foot in a 
church” (H am m ond, 2 001 , p. 6).
1. T he fo llow ing  reported  s ta tem en t is from  a p reach er’s daugh ter w hose 
father w as abusive: “T he h appy  p reach er’s fam ily  d isp layed  on Sunday 
m orn ing  seem ed like a farce to  her” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 40).
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3. Church attendance involves too much conflict
a. “ Is tha t [conflict] w hat I’m going to church for? I ’ve go t better th ings to 
do” (H endricks, 1993, p. 114).
b. “T hese retirees say  they  are ‘retiring  from w ork and the w ars o f  the 
congregation” (K laas, 1996, p. 54).
c. “C ould not stand even that m uch strain” (H endricks, 1993, p. 51).
d. “C onflicts w ith o ther parish ioners” (H oge, 1981, p. 88).
e. “He described leaving som e o f  the churches he had attended  because o f  
conflic ts over how  faith  w orks itse lf ou t in p rac tice” (H endricks, 1993, 
p. 58).
4. Would not be able to relate to the people at church
a. T hree percen t o f  respondents said they  stopped attend ing  church  for the 
fo llow ing reason: “ Felt out o f  p lace because church m em bers w ere m ore 
affluen t and better educated” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
b. “ I ’d like to find a group o f  people  I can relate to in tellectually , artistically , 
sp iritually , and so on” (H endricks, 1993, p. 84).
c. “ It w as like going to  a d ifferen t w orld” (H ale, 1977, p. 74).
d. “ I ju s t d o n ’t associate  w ith tha t kind o f  people anym ore”
(H ale, 1977, p. 69).
e. “H er m ental im age o f  a typ ical w om an’s m inistry  is that it’s no t her kind o f  
peop le” (S trobel, 1993, p. 76).
f. “1 w ill not get a long  w ith the kind o f  people w ho go to  church” (Johansson , 
1984, p. 25).
g. “W hen secular peop le  do visit a church, it can be a  cu ltu ra lly  alienating  
experience” (H unter, 1992, p. 86).
h. “T he 'in s ’ are the people w ith good nam es, w ith  m oney  or w ith business in 
tow n” (H ale, 1977, p. 67).
i. “ If  you  a in ’t got the m oney  you a in ’t in” (H ale, 1977, p. 68).
J. “C hristian ity  is a relig ion for losers” (H unter, 1992, p. 97).
k. “ Find it d ifficu lt to  deal w ith  the ch u rch ’s language; know ledge base,
h istory , heritage and trad ition ; form al and in form al social behavior; and 
spiritual m atters” (D em psey , 1997, p. 39).
1. “C hurch-challenged” (D em psey, 1997, p. 39).
m. “N ot the relig ious ty p e” (H unter, 1992, p. 131).
n. “1 also d o n ’t th ink  there is any th ing  ou t there for m e” (R egele , 1995, p. 169)
5. Would not feel needed by the church
a. “T he im age the d isenchan ted  have o f  the church  is one o f  the people w ho 
are narrow  and concerned  only  about them selves” (Johnson , 1983, p. 20).
b. “T he ‘c lo seness’ o f  the congregation  th a t excludes o u ts iders” (K laas, 1996,
p. 121).
c. “O ur church  w as no th ing  m ore than a little old ladies c lu b ” (Johnson , 1983,
p. 1%.
d. “ 1 did no t feel a sense  o f  belonging. I did no t feel needed , w anted , or 
loved” (O sw ald  & L eas, 1987, p. 58).
e. “ 1 d id n ’t feel like I m eant anything to  the C hurch” (R auff, 1979, 
p. 57).
f. “A s an experim en t, S teve and Julie w en t to  th e  P ro testan t church  dow n the 
stree t from  their apartm ent. T hey  w ere the youngest peop le  at the service. 
N o one talked to  them . T hey  d id n ’t go back” (C im ino  and L attin , 1998, p. 
1 0 ).
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g. H artm an [in terview ed ex-U nited  M ethodist m em bers and] found the m ost- 
m entioned reason w as their failure to  fell they  w ere accep ted , loved, or 
w anted (as cited in H oge, 1981, p. 12).
6. The church is filled with hypocrites
a. “N oth ing  but a bunch o f  B ib le-to tin ’ bigots, they  d o n ’t practice  anything 
near w hat they  p reach” (Johnson, 1983, p .l 1).
b. “C hurch is filled w ith hypocrites” (Johansson, 1984, p. 24).
c. “Phonies, fakers, and persons living double lives” (H ale, 1977, p. 79).
d. “V iew  the church  m em bers as Pharisees” (H ale, 1977, p. 82).
e. “The church people  are no d ifferent than anybody  e lse” (H ale , 1977, p. 79).
f. “ I d id n ’t see any d ifference in the big people in the C hurch. T h ey ’d have an
argum ent over w h o ’d teach  th ree people  in Sunday School. It turned me
o f f ’ (R auff, 1979, p. 55).
g. “T he church is full o f  hypocrites” (H oge, 1981, p. 97).
h. “ M y convictions about the C hurch w ere, you go to church  once a Sunday  
and y o u ’re holy. B ig  deal. 1 d o n ’t see nay d ifference  in the people tha t are 
go ing  to  church once a  w eek  and the people that a re n ’t” (H oge, 1981, p. 
118).
i. “People  w ho are for rea l” (O sw ald & Leas, 1987, p. 56).
j.  “ Som e dechurched experienced  personal abuse at the hands o f  p rofessing
C hristians w ho live exem plary  lives w hile m ain tain ing  abusive private 
lives” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 39).
k. T he fo llow ing perceived  statem ent is from  a  p reach e r’s daugh ter w hose 
father w as abusive: “T he happy  p reach er’s fam ily  d isp layed  on Sunday  
m orn ing  seem ed like a farce to  her” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 40).
I. “T he church m em bers w ere particu larly  critical o f  her m other. ... E ven at a
young  age, H elena believed  tha t the church failed to  live up to  the ideals 
tha t it preached. T h is d istu rbed  her deeply” (H am m ond , 2001 , p. 76).
m. “For m any youth, relig ion  in m ain line churches w as hypocritical (H adaw ay, 
1990, p. 30).
7. Would not be accepted just as I am
a. “A deep yearn ing  to  be accep ted  and loved by o thers in the church  and 
church  school is a dom inan t and recurring  them e am ong  all persons” 
(H artm an , 11976, p. 47).
b. “T he L utheran C hurch  is no t w arm  to  ou ts iders” (B redho lt, 1992, p . 6)
c. T h irty -seven  percen t o f  unchurched  A m ericans e ither “ strong ly  ag ree” or 
“m oderately  agree” tha t “m ost churches and synagogues today  are no t w arm  
or accep ting  o f  ou ts iders” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 32).
d. “1 w ould  w ant a church  th a t is accep ting  o f  people  as they  are , w ith all their 
fau lts and m istakes, and leaves ju d g m en t to  G od” (R egele , 1995, p. 170).
e. “M y m an h e ’s a drunk, they  d o n ’t w an t m e” (H ale, 1977, p. 68).
f. “ In all cases [in the focus groups] it w as overtly  o r sub tly  m ade c lear to
these people that they  w ere not w anted in the congregation” (K laas, 1996, 
p. 52).
g. “ 1 w ould  not be accep ted” (H ale , 1977, p. 70).
h. “U nchurched  people are m ade to  feel like unw elcom e ou ts iders” (K laas,
1996, p. 30).
i. “M y ow n in terview s w ith secu la r seekers w ho v isited  a church, but d id n ’t 
jo in  or return, have surfaced  a w idespread  fear th a t the church  w ants to  
m ake them  like ‘church  p eo p le ’” (H unter, 1992, p. 67).
j .  “T he church has locked m e o u t” (H ale , 1977, p. 66).
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k. T he  fo llow ing autob iographical statem ent is from  a hom osexual: “ I can see 
they  d o n ’t w ant people like m e” (H ale, 1977, p. 69).
I. “T he neglected: those w ho have been slighted, overlooked , or d isregarded”
(H ale, 1977, p. 6).
m. “ I w as feeling to ta lly  dejected  and re jec ted” (H endricks, 1993, p. 48). 
n. “N ow  I feel like, as far as the C hurch is concerned. I ’m an outsider. I ’m on 
the ou ts ide” (H oge, 1981, p. 116).
0 . “T he m ain reason I ’ve seen tha t people  leave churches is if  the leaders do 
no t pay  attention  to them  as people. I m ean, w e ’re all m ade in G o d ’s 
im age. So we have to  trea t each o ther that w ay” (H endricks, 1993, p. 127). 
p. “ I ’m not good enough” (H ale, 1977, p. 42).
q. “ She w asn ’t feeling respected  as a w om an and as a  person. She d id n ’t feel
tha t her em otions m attered , that her doubts m attered , o r that any a lternative 
points o f  v iew  m igh t be considered  as having any th ing  to offer. T hings 
w ere ju s t a little bit too neatly  buttoned dow n to be rea lis tic” (H endricks, 
1993, p. 31).
r. “C hurch is for ‘sa in ts’ not sinners like m e” (R eid, 199, p. 1).
s. “A n institu tion  o f  perfect peop le” (D em psey, 1997, p. 35).
t. “T he church  people ju s t though t 1 [a conscientious objector] w as a cow ard,
o r com m unist o r som eth ing” (H ale, 1977, p. 69).
u. “ D ivorce is one form  o f  personal exclusion  that has caused  m uch hurt” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 81).
V.  “People  outside the church are m uch m ore open and a ffirm ing” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 52).
w. T he fo llow ing is a  perceived  sta tem ent about a young  m an w ho struggles
w ith  his sexual identity: “A t eigh teen , Lonnie m oved aw ay  from  hom e. He 
d id n ’t quite w alk aw ay  from  church; he ju s t never looked fo r another 
church  to  jo in . Lonnie w as convinced  that he w asn ’t rea lly  w elcom e in the 
church  anyhow ” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 10).
X. T he fo llow ing au tob iograph ical sta tem ent is from  C huck , w hose friend 
B rad adm itted  to  the youth  pasto r tha t he w as gay: “T he church  trea ted  him 
terrib ly . He w as shattered . A fter that, I ju s t c o u ld n ’t stay. I co u ld n ’t 
believe that C hristians w ould  trea t the ir ow n tha t w ay. I still consider 
m y se lf  a C hristian , bu t the church  ju s t  isn’t for me anym ore” (H am m ond,
2001 , p. 11).
y. “M esha struggles w ith  the racism  she has encountered  in the church. She 
canno t reconcile  the concept o f  a loving C od w ith the behav io rs o f  the 
p re jud iced  C hristians she has encoun tered” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 112). 
z. “T hese  persons feel aw kw ard  about their norm al behav io r tha t suddenly  
becom es abnorm al” (D em psey , 1997, p. 41). 
aa. W hen I attended  m y local church , 1 fe lt like som eth ing  w as w rong  w ith  m e” 
(D em psey , 1997, p. 34). 
bb. “ W hen a w om an goes to  church alone you feel the stigm a” (H ale , 1977,
p. 66).
cc. “ I go t the feeling  tha t the though ts w e r e , ‘W h a t’s he do ing  here? H e 
d o esn ’t belong  h e re .’ I ju s t w ent ou tside  and w aited  in the car for m y 
grandm other till the service w as over. I never did go back  anym ore”
(R auff, 1979, p. 56). 
dd. “W e w ere p re tend ing  every  Sunday. I can ’t do th is an y m o re” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 49).
ee. “ I felt d ingy  do ing  th is stuff, because  1 d o n ’t feel any  o f  it. I really  c a n ’t 
partic ipa te  w ithout feeling  like a hypocrite” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 64).
ff. “I had th is im age o f  Southern  B aptists as m ean-sp irited  and legalis tic” 
(R ainer, 2001, p. 137).
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II. Personal Reasons
A. Reasons related to personal beliefs and/or philosophy
1. Would disagree with the church’s views on sexuality
a. N ine percent o f  younger respondents (18-22) and 14% o f  o lder respondents 
(23 and older) self-reported  that the fo llow ing w as a “very  im portant” 
influence on the ir decision  to  drop out o f  church: “T he view s o f  the 
Catholic C hurch  about m y sexuality  are well know n. M y ow n view s about 
sexual values and practices influenced me to  becom e an inactive C atho lic” 
(H oge, 1 9 8 1 ,p .l9 2 ) .
2. Different religious beliefs than Christian churches
a. “ D octrinal conflic t em erged as a reason for leaving for people  rejected  w hat 
the C hurch taugh t o r m isunderstood  it’s m essage” (R auff, 1979, p. 57).
b. “The true unbelievers; atheists, agnostics, deists, ra tionalists, hum anists, and 
secularists” (H ale, 1977, p. 44).
c. “M y beliefs are very  d ifferen t from  those found in m ost churches” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 68).
d. “D isagreed w ith the ideas and practices o f  the C hurch” (H oge, 1981,
p. 88).
e. “ D ifferent be liefs” (K laas, 1996, p. 115).
f. “ It’s hard to believe” (H ale, 1977, p. 85).
h. “L earned m ore about o ther re lig ions” (H oge, 1981, p. 105).
i. “ I ’ve alw ays believed  in G od, but no t in an individual Jesus. N ow  1 am
looking into Jesus w ith th is rea lly  cool pastor that has h is act together”
(R ainer, 2001 , p. 187).
3. Doubt the existence of God
a. “ I am an a theist” (R eid , 1999, p. 52).
b. “ I decided ‘n o ’ G od does not ex ist” (R auff, 1979, p. 57).
c. “N ow  it’s any th ing  goes. Ju s t so you d o n ’t hurt anybody. It d o esn ’t m ake
any difference. G od probably  doesn ’t ex ist anyhow ” (H ale, 1977, p. 59).
4. Disliked the church’s religious education program
a. “ Lack a good  program  o f  re lig ious education  for ch ild ren  and y ou th” 
(P rinceton, 1978, p. 22).
b. “ D isliked the relig ious education  in the chu rch” (H oge, 1981, p. 94).
c. “ Inadequate B ib le  study” (H oge, 1981, p. 89).
B. Reasons related to personal life-style
I. Lifestyle is incompatible with participation in a church
a. T hirteen  percen t o f  responden ts said th ey  stopped  attend ing  church for the 
fo llow ing reason: “ L ifesty le is no longer com patib le  w ith  partic ipa tion  in a 
church” (P rinceton , 1988, p. 44).
b. T w en ty-seven  percen t o f  y o u n g er responden ts (18 -22) and 15%  o f  o lder 
respondents (23 and older) said  they  becam e d ropou ts based  on their 
“objection  to  confession  ... o r p resen t life p rac tices conflic t w ith  ch u rch ’s 
m oral teach ings” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
c. “ I do all the th ings p reachers te ll you no t to do. 1 d o n ’t care  w hat they
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think, because 1 en joy  doing it” (D em psey, 1997, p. 43).
d. “The church is not part o f  m y life-style” (P rinceton, 1978, p. 22).
e. “Life p ractice in conflic t w ith the C hurch ’s m oral teach ings” (H oge, 1981, 
p. 85).
f. “1 have to  live a certain  w ay  to  be in the C hurch, and 1 can ’t live that w ay” 
(H oge, 1981, p. 116).
g. “A ll [young adults] have been influenced by coun tercu ltu re  values, and all 
have apparen tly  rejected  the church largely on the basis o f  value and 
lifestyle incom patib ilities” (H adaw ay, 1990, p. 67).
h. “ 1 don’t w ant a m inister w ho com es here every  tw o w eeks to  see if  I ’m
having a beer o r a party  or w hatever” (H ale, 1977, p. 68).
i. “ C hurch is for ‘sa in ts’ not sinners like m e” (R eid , 1999, p. 1).
J. “ An institu tion  o f  perfect peop le” (D em psey, 1997, p. 35).
C. Reasons related to personal priorities
1. Sundays are set aside for family (personal) activities
a. T w enty-six  percen t o f  respondents said they  stopped attending  church for 
the fo llow ing  reason: “ Found o ther ac tiv ities” (P rinceton , 1988, p. 44).
b. “ 1 found o ther in terests and activ ities” (G allup, 1980, p. 94).
c. “ 1 had o ther th ings 1 w ould rather do, so 1 ju s t did them ” (R auff, 1979,
p. 53).
d. “ C om pared to  o ther excitem ents 1 can find or buy, the C hurch  can ’t 
com pete” (H ale, 1977, p. 42).
e. “Y ou have so m any  choices tha t the church is no longer the im portant 
th ing” (H ale, 1977, p. 57).
f. “A new  reason [for staying aw ay  from  church] has arisen  in the past tw o 
decades: o ther opportun ities” (D em psey, 1997, p. 52).
g. “M any persons are too  busy w ith  o ther ac tiv ities to  include organized 
religion in th e ir schedu les” (D em psey, 1997, p. 73).
h. “They have o ther m ore im portant d iversions at th is tim e in the ir lives” 
(K laas, 1996, p. 115).
i. “K ris ten ’s paren ts even tua lly  stopped going to  church  and becam e
exclusively  im m ersed in the ir favorite social causes” (H am m ond, 2001 , p.
80).
j .  “He felt tha t he had better th ings to  do w ith his life than  believe  in ‘th a t G od
s tu f f ,  as he called  it” (H am m ond, 2001, p. 120).
k. “Few  o lder adu lts becam e true dropouts, but m illions even tua lly  drifted  into
m ental m em bers status a fter they  began to see church  involvem ent as 
optional and irre levant” (H adaw ay , 1990, p. 31).
1. “ Sunday is a day  to  p lay” (H ale , 1977, p. 35).
m. W e had a boat and in becam e increasingly  d ifficu lt to  m ake church” (H ale, 
1977, p. 55).
n. T he seventh  day  is on ly  day  for recreation” (H ale, 1977, p. 65).
o. “M y Sundays are for m y se lf  and m y fam ily” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
p. “D oesn ’t G od w ant us to  spend tim e w ith our fam ilies” (D em psey , 1997,
p. 22).
2. Sleep in on Sunday mornings
a. “O n Sunday  m orn ings I s lep t in, tha t w as the day  1 cou ld” (R auff, 1979, 
p. 56).
b. “ It w as ju s t easie r to  sleep in on S unday  m orn ings (R auff, 1979, p. 55).
c. “ It w as too m uch  effo rt to get up and go on Sunday  m orn ings after m y 
Saturday n igh t perfo rm ances” (H endricks, 1993, p. 82).
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3. Have no motivation to go to church
a. Five percen t o f  respondents said they  stopped attend ing  church  for the 
follow ing reason: “N o op in ion” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
b. T w enty-seven  percent o f  younger respondents (18-22) and 24%  o f  o lder 
respondents (23 and older) said they  becam e dropou ts based , at least in part, 
on their hav ing  “ju s t lost in terest” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
c. “T he W eary D ropouts form  the largest single type [o f  unchurched  
C atholics]. W hat defines th is type is that, for som e reason, these persons 
had no m otivation  for M ass attendance and thus stopped  a t te n d in g .. . .  An 
inner faith and spiritual life is lacking, hence m otivation  is w eak” (H oge, 
1981, p. 105).
d. F ichter asked the question, “ W hy do people quit the C atholic  C hurch?” He 
w rites, “ I f  w e com bine these answ ers w ith the analysis o f  parish  statistics, it 
is possib le to set up several general categories w hich  seem  to be relatively  
reliab le .” O ne o f  F ich te r’s categories w as the fo llow ing: “ D rifting  — T his 
classification  is m eant to  include all those people w ho seem  unable to 
p resent a reason for having left the C hurch” (F ich ter, 1954, p. 75).
e. “ I do n ’t really  know  w hy I stay  aw ay  from  chu rch” (Johansson , 1984, 
p. 25).
f. “The U ncertain  w ho give no reason for their lack o f  church  affilia tion” 
(H ale, 1977, p. 44).
g. “1 Just d o n ’t feel m oved to go to church. 1 d o n ’t know  w hy” (H ale, 1977, 
p. 58).
h. “Legion w ere those w ho sim ply  said, T d o n ’t know  w hy I d o n ’t go to  
church. 1 really  d o n ’t k n o w ’” (H ale, 1977, p. 87).
i. “T h ere ’s no reason w hy. I Just can ’t seem  to get s ta rted” (H ale, 1977, p. 59).
J. “ W e Just never said, ‘L e t’s do it [start going to  ch u rch ]’ (H ale, 1977,
p. 59).
k. “M ore A m ericans apparen tly  drifted  aw ay from  m ain line  churches than 
consciously  d ropped  out. Y outh  left hom e and p rom ptly  forgo t about the 
church (H adaw ay, 1990, p. 28).
D. Reasons related to personal relationships
1. Parents didn’t encourage church attendance
a. “ I f  w e com bine these answ ers w ith the analysis o f  parish  statistics, it is 
possib le to  set up several general ca tegories w hich seem  to be relatively  
reliab le .” T w o o f  F ich te r’s ca tegories w ere the fo llow ing: “Parental 
N eg lect” and  “ L ack o f  R elig ious T rain ing” (F ich ter, 1954, p. 74-5).
b. “M y paren ts d id n ’t go to  church . A s a result, us k ids d id n ’t” (R auff, 1979, 
p. 51).
c. “M any younger people do not partic ipate  because the ir baby  boom er 
parents and grandparen ts d ropped  ou t decades befo re” (K laas, 1996,
p. 80).
d. “N o fam ily  support, to  go alone w as too hard” (H oge, 1981, p. 105).
e. “ She b lam ed it on the lack o f  encouragem en t from  her fam ily” (R auff,
1979, p. 51).
2. No longer attend because the children are grown up
a. “C hildren  are grow n up and  w e no longer felt the  need to go to church” 
(H oge, 1981, p. 105).
b. “W hat I w anted  for m y four sons” (H ale, 1977, p. 58).
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c. “T he children  have left hom e and suddenly for m any paren ts, their prim ary  
reason for a ttending church has vanished. So w hen th e  ch ild ren  are gone, 
then so is the need for association” (D em psey, 1997, p. 51).
4. Stopped attending during a divorce (separation) and never returned
a. Six percen t o f  respondents said they stopped a ttending  church  for the 
fo llow ing reason: “ D ivorced or separated” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
b. F ichter asked the question , “ W hy do people qu it the C atho lic  C hurch?” He 
w rites, “ I f  w e com bine these answ ers w ith the analysis o f  parish statistics, it 
is possib le to  set up several general categories w hich  seem  to be relatively  
re liab le .” O ne o f  F ich te r’s categories w as the fo llow ing: “Fam ily  
D isorganization” (F ichter, 1954, p, 75).
c. “ Separated  or d ivorced from  m y spouse w ho w ent to  ch u rch ” (H oge, 1981, 
p. 105).
d. “ Som e dropped out due to  fam ily  d isorganiza tion . T h is w as especially  true 
o f  those w ith low er incom e, w here separation , or dem oraliza tion  o f  the 
m arriage led to  a b reakdow n o f  relig ious prac tices” (F ich ter, 1954, p. 8).
5. Attended church only to please a friend or family member and no longer feel the 
pressure to attend
a. “ M y then  current— now  form er— husband becam e involved in a super 
fundam entalist church . 1 d rifted  aw ay from  the church , go t d ivorced, 
d isillusioned , et cetera. 1 have not found anyw here  to  settle  dow n since” 
(R egele , 1995, p. 169).
b. F ifty-tw o percent o f  younger respondents ( 18-22) becam e d ropouts w hen 
the “ fam ily  p ressure to  a ttend w as o f f ’ (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
c. “ 1 w as ju s t p leasing m y paren ts” (H ale, 1977, p. 55).
d. “ 1 w ent to please her [a friend]” (H ale, 1977, p. 60).
e. “R ebelling  against the ir paren ts” (H oge, 1981, p. 88).
6. Spouse (significant other) does not attend
a. F ichter asked the question , “ W hy do people qu it the C atho lic  C hurch?” He 
w rites, “ I f  w e com bine these  answ ers w ith  the analysis o f  parish sta tistics, it 
is possib le  to set up several general ca tegories w hich  seem  to  be re latively  
re liab le .” O ne o f  F ich te r’s ca tegories w as the fo llow ing: “ M ixed 
M arriages” (F ichter, 1954, p. 75).
b. “M y husband is uncom fortab le  there” (H ale, 1977, p. 63).
c. “M y husband is no t feeling  th is particu lar need at th is tim e, and 1 have
w anted  a church that w ould  be ‘o u rs’, no t ‘m in e ’ (R egele , 1995, p. 170).
d. “H er m arriage to som eone w ith  no church  affilia tion  m ade it tem pting  for 
her to  d rop  out o f  chu rch” (R auff, 1979, p. 51).
e. “M any  left after a m ixed [faith] m arriage” (F ich ter, 1954, p. 8).
E. Reasons related to personal decisions making and/or personal approaches to spirituality
1. Started making my own decisions and decided not to attend church
a. T w en ty -five  percen t o f  responden ts said  they  stopped  attend ing  church  
for the fo llow ing reason: “S tarted  m ak ing  m y ow n decis ions” (P rinceton , 
1988, p. 44).
b. “I m ake m y ow n decis ions” (H ale, 1977, p. 50).
c. “1 w en t until I w as considered  old enough  to m ake the decis ion  m yself, and 
1 decided  not to go” (R auff, 1979, p. 52).
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2. A desire to arrive at religious beliefs ap art from church
a. S ix ty-five percen t o f  the unchurched “strongly  ag ree” tha t an “ indiv idual 
should arrive at his or her w on relig ious beliefs independent o f  any 
churches or synagogues” (P rinceton, 1978, p. 32).
b. “I th ink  m y ow n re lationsh ip  w ith G od has to be reso lved  ... and the church  
can ’t do tha t for m e” (H endricks, 1993, p. 62).
c. “T hat d o esn ’t m ean 1 am  against c h u rc h .. . .  I have a sp iritual program  
through A lcoholics A nonym ous and 1 w ork on it one day  at a  tim e” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 68).
d. “ 1 also do no t th ink it is necessary  for one to  attend a church  serv ice to 
p ractice a relig ious faith” (D em psey, 1997, p. 66).
e. “ I believe in m y s e lf ’ (H ale, 1977, p. 59).
f. “ I can th ink  for m y s e lf ’ (Johansson, 1984, p. 25).
g. “ I am  now  a basically  strong person. 1 am very  independen t” (H ale, 1977,
p. 53).
h. “M y ow n life is all 1 have to w orship , by m aking  strives for personal 
advancem en t and harm ony” (D em psey, 1997, p. 68).
i. “M y faith has carried  me a long way. I t’s Sheila ism . Just m y ow n little 
vo ice” (B ellah  et al., 1985, p. 221).
3. Church attendance is not required to be a truly religious person
a. “R elig ion is a  personal faith , no t a public  affair. 1 feel tha t G od know s
1 believe in H im , and 1 d o n ’t need to  prove the streng th  o f  m y faith  to  the 
com m un ity” (D em psey , 1997, p. 66).
b. “ I believe I have a com m itm en t to  G od w hich is beyond church . I felt m y
relationsh ip  w ith G od w as O .K . w hen 1 w asn ’t in the chu rch” (B ellah  et al., 
1985, p. 228).
c. “O ne sim ply  canno t g row  as a  C hristian  unless one is part o f  a church, a 
local body  o f  believers. So conventional w isdom  w ould have it. B ut as 
w e ’ll see [in the in terv iew  research tha t follow s], m any w ho are leaving 
churches have g iven up on conven tional w isdom ” (H endricks, 1993,
p. 18).
d. “G oing  to  church  w asn ’t necessarily  m aking m e a better person” (R auff, 
1979, p. 56).
4. Spiritual freedom would be limited by church attendance
a. “K ept from  full freedom  and independence by the churches th ey  had 
know n” (H ale, 1977, p. 50).
b. “ I believe th a t re lig ious denom inations suppress the idea o f  C hris tian ity  and 
that church  leaders (priests, deacons, rabb is) put forth personal op in ion  that 
persuades fo llow ers to  believe as the speaker in the church  w ou ld” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 67).
c. “R elig ious beliefs are  in a  process o f  form ation and 1 fear p rem atu re  clo ture, 
o r c losing o f  the d eba te” (H ale, 1977, p. 43).
d. “ 1 rem ain  flexible, m obile , flu id , by staying ou ts ide” (H ale, 1977, p. 50).
e. “ I refuse to  p in  m y se lf  dow n y e t” (H ale , 1977, p. 50).
f. “C hurch  hinders sp iritual g row th” (D em psey , 1997, p. 50).
g. “C hurch  organ iza tion  is m an-m ade and subject to fallib ility ; sp iritua lity  is 
not. F or m e, the church  is fa llib le; therefore, 1 do no t a ttend” (D em psey , 
1997, p. 66).
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h. “1 do not feel th a t the church I w ould  norm ally  attend allow s m e to pursue 
m y faith in m y ow n w ay or at m y ow n pace” (D em psey , 1997,
p. 67).
i. A  p asto r’s w ife w ho had left her church over a conflic t said, “ I w as talk ing  
to  som eone a couple o f  w eeks ago, and he w as saying how  m uch m ore he 
has grow n sp iritually  since he has pulled out o f  the church . A nd I thought, 
w hat a sad com m entary  on our churches” (H endricks, 1993, p. 72).
j .  “ D o n ’t like the church  d ictating  beliefs for them ” (P rinceton , 1978, p. 22).
5. Unable to find the right church
a. “ W e cou ldn ’t find a church w e really  liked so, basically  w e qu it g o ing” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 69).
b. “N one o f  the churches near m y hom e w as to m y liking; m y denom inational 
preference w as too  far aw ay” (P rinceton, 1978, p. 22).
c. “I hav en ’t found a church tha t is righ t for m e” (D em psey , 1997, p. 69).
d. “ She did not like the parish  in the new  tow n” (H oge, 1981, p. 117).
F. Reasons related to a personal disappointment with God 
1. Had a personal disappointment with God
a. The fo llow ing au tob iographical statem ent is from  a young  w om an w ho 
suffered  from  sexual abuse and prayed and prayed  and no th ing  happened;
“ 1 will never again believe in a ‘g o d ’ w ho fixes th ings in our lives here and 
now. It d id n ’t happen  for me, even though  I prayed and believed  for so 
long. I had to  find a w ay ou t o f  the situation  by m yself. 1 had to  d iscover a 
‘g o d ’ w ith in  m e that w as also part o f  m e. T hat is w hy 1 left C hris tian ity  and 
becam e a B uddhist” (H am m ond, 2001 , p. 5).
b. “L arry ’s sister G eena endured a great deal o f  pain before she d ied. L arry 
co u ld n ’t handle the pain o f  w atch ing  his beloved  sister suffer. H e co u ld n ’t 
understand w hy a loving G od w ould  no t in tervene and heal her. A fter 
G een a’s funeral, L arry left the church, his sim ple, ch ild like faith  shattered” 
(H am m ond, 2001 , p. 119).
III .  External Reasons
A. Reasons related to work
1. Work schedule makes church attendance impossible
a. T w elve percen t o f  respondents said they  stopped  a ttend ing  church  for the 
fo llow ing reason: “W ork schedu le” (P rinceton , 1988, p. 44).
b. “M ost nonchurchgoers do not have tim e for church  because they  w ork” 
(D em psey, 1997, p. 72).
c. “N o longer had the tim e, w ork too  tim e consum ing” (H oge, 1981, p. 105).
d. C iting H artm an ’s (1976) research: “ . . . changes in w ork  schedu les” (H oge, 
1981, p. 12).
2. Church attendance no longer helpful to career advancement
a. “B elonging  to  a  church  helped them  in the ir upw ard  m obility . N ow  these
people  have no fu rther need for organizational a ttachm en ts to  reach  future 
goals” (H ale, 1977, p. 57).
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B. Reasons related to an overall busyness
1. Too busy to make time for church
a. “T hey— w ell, w e, get so busy— w e d o n ’t have tim e for church”
(H ale, 1977, p. 53).
b. “A vailability  o f  tim e” (K laas, 1996, p. 115).
c. “O ne o f  the m ost com m on excuses for lack o f  invo lvem en t in a church: I ’m 
ju s t too busy” (H endricks, 1993, p. 113).
d. “ I t’s not that 1 d o n ’t th ink church  is im portant. I do, but there  d o esn ’t seem
to be any w ay to fit it into m y schedu le” (D em psey , 1997, p. 52).
e. “A nd w ith all th is [w ork and fam ily  responsib ilities]. I ’m expected  to go to
church?” (D em psey, 1997, p. 73).
f. “T he w orking w om an feels excluded  because the social educational, and 
spiritual functions o f  the congregation  are scheduled  during  the day tim e or 
on w eekday even ings” (Johnson, 1983, p. 21).
2. Moved and never returned to church.
a. T w enty-tw o percen t o f  respondents said they stopped  a ttending  church 
for the fo llow ing reason: “ M oved to  a new  com m unity” (P rinceton , 1988, 
p. 44).
b. A dults changed jo b s  and neglected  to change churches w hen they  m oved to 
a new  city  (H adaw ay, 1990, p. 28).
c. T w enty-seven o f  younger respondents (18-22) said they  becam e dropou ts 
w hen they  “ left hom e o r schoo l” (H oge, 1981, p. 86).
d. “1 am  alw ays m oving from  one tow n to the nex t so 1 develop  only  non­
b inding re la tionsh ips” (H ale, 1977, p. 42).
e. “T o preven t the pain o f  saying ‘go o d -b y ’, w e d o n ’t say  ‘h e llo ’ anym ore” 
(H ale, 1977, p. 71).
f. “M oved around a lot” (R auff, 1979, p. 52).
g. “So I d o n ’t w an t to get involved again because w e m ight be gone in six 
m onths. W hen w e settle  dow n, m y goal is to get involved in a  church, w ith 
no doub t” (R auff, 1979, p. 52).
h. “ I m oved to a new  com m unity  and never go t involved in a new  chu rch”
(G .J. G allup, 1988, p. 60).
i. “ 1 left because I re located” (K laas, 1996, p. 115).
j. “Y ou used to  do certain  th ings like go ing  to  church  and th ings like that, and
w hen you get detached  or you  m ove aw ay you  m eet new  friends, and if  
their background  w as not church-go ing , then you  tend  to  b lend in w ith it,
and I th ink th a t’s the w ay  w e go t kind o f  lost” (R auff, 1979, p. 54).
C. Reasons related to poor health
1. Health-related Issues
q. Four percen t o f  responden ts said  they  stopped  attending  church  for the 
fo llow ing reason: “ P oor health” (P rinceton, 1988, p. 44).
r. C iting  H artm an’s (1976) research: “ . . .  illness in the fam ily” (H oge, 1981,
p. 1).
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Non-attenders’ Acknowledged Reasons for 
Non-attendance
Note: The acknowledged reasons categorized below were hand-written by attending 
respondents using open-response items 56 and 57. Under each category, the reasons are 
listed from the most to the least commonly reported. The label “survey” refers to the 
numbers assigned surveys as they were received in the mail. The total number of 
responses for the four general categories (personal, church-related, religion-related) 
was 395.
Outline of the Categories
Personal Reasons (196 total responses)
1. R easons related to  d ifferen t beliefs (120 responses)
1.1 B e lie f  (sp iritua lity ) does no t require  church attendance (29 responses)
1.2 A dheres to  a specific non-C hristian  religion or non-C hristian  b e lie f  system  
(27 responses)
1.3 C ites d isag reem en t w ith C hristian  belief(s) and B ib le  (22 responses)
1.4 A theis t/A gnostic /N o t R elig ious (17 responses)
1.5 N ot a  C hristian  or adheres to  an unspecified  non-C hristian  relig ion  and /o r b e lie f  system  (15 
responses)
1.6 B elieves in G od, not the church  (5 responses)
1.7 O pen to o ther (all) beliefs (4 responses)
1.8 U ncertain  B eliefs (1 response)
2. M iscellaneous personal-re la ted  reasons (76 responses)
2.1 F am ily-related  (21 responses)
2.2 H ave no t found the right church  (13 responses)
2.3 W ork, busy  or o ther p riorities (10  responses)
2 .4  G eneral d is in terest (6 responses)
2.5 H ealth  issues (5 responses)
2.6 L azy (5 responses)
2.7 Shy (3 responses)
2 .8 L ifestyle (3 responses)
2 .9  Do not w ant to  com m it (3 responses)
2 .10 C onfused  and /o r d o n ’t understand  (2 responses)
2.11 N on-attendance  a hab it (2 responses)
2.12 N o con tac t in (w ith) the church (2 responses)
2.13 T ransporta tion  (1 response)
2 .14 W ould go for w rong  reasons (1 response)
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Church-related Reasons (156 total responses)
1. T each ing  (51 responses)
1.1 D ictates (requires) b e lie f (13 responses)
1.2 D ogm atic and judgm enta l (12 responses)
1.3 D isag reem en t w ith specific positions (10 responses)
1.4 N ot open-m inded  (9 responses)
1.5 B ased on guilt and fear (5 responses)
1.6 Poor preach ing  (2 responses)
2. P revious experience w ith  church (24 reasons)
2.1 U nsatisfy ing , not m eaningful (12 responses)
2.2 N egative experience (7 responses)
2.3 N eed new  program s and /o r em phasis (5 responses)
3. A ttenders (20 responses)
3.1 L eaders, negative view  ( 10 responses)
3.2 N on-leaders, negative v iew  (10 responses)
4. M iscellaneous church-re la ted  reasons (61 responses)
4.1 C onnection  to  governm ent and /o r po litics (17  responses)
4.2 Lack o f  com m unity  involvem ent/com passion  (8 responses)
4.3 D isagree w ith changes in the church  (7 responses)
4 .4  In to lerance (7 responses)
4.5 H ypocrisy  (6 responses)
4 .6 M oney  em phasis (4 responses)
4 .7  N o t p rogressive  (3 responses)
4.8 G overnance (3 responses)
4.9 M usic (3 responses)
4 .10  P roperty  (1 response)
4.11 N ot accoun tab le  (1 response)
Religion-related Reasons (43 total responses)
1. G eneral d istrust fo r (18 responses)
2. H istory  o f  harm  (13 responses)
3. N o t required  to  be  spiritual (12 responses)
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Personal-related Reasons (196 total reasons)
1. Reasons related to different beliefs (120 responses)






























S trongly  A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
M issing
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
M issing  
S trongly  A gree
M issing  
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trong ly  A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree
S trong ly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
900 M issing
S trongly  A gree 
M issing  
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trong ly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
M issing
D o n ’t believe you  have to  go to  church to  be a  good person 
A ttend ing  church  is N O T  a requirem ent to be lieve  in G od 
Do 1 have to  go to  C hurch to  believe in G od o r a  h igher pow er? 
E xcellen t p rayer can be accom plished w ithout church 
I ’m a very  spiritual person, but 1 do not believe 1 need to  go to  church 
to  show  it. 1 live m y life every  day as a good person w ith good 
in tentions and know  quite a few  people w ho do no t live the ir lives 
every  day w /good  intention bu t instead m anipu late , lie + cheat- go to 
church on Sundays and feel they  are forgiven. 1 am  curren tly  on the 
fence w /relig ion  and can find som eth ing  good in every  relig ion , bu t 1 
h av en ’t narrow ed it dow n to C hristianity .
I believe tha t you  can  be spiritual w /ou t a ttend ing  church 
I d o n ’t th ink G od (or the G oddess) goes to  church.
Even in the B ible it states that church is not the w ay  to G od, the B ible 
and prayer, pure thoughts and deeds are the w ay to S piritua lity  (G od)
I d o n ’t feel a ttend ing  church w ill m ake m e m ore or less relig ious.
D o not require church to be hum anitarian
B eliev ing  m y re lationsh ips w /G od can be strong w ithout a ttend ing  a 
church  serv ice. It is personal.
1 am  relig ious in m y ow n way!
P ray at hom e
1 do not need to  belong to a church  to feel sp iritual 
D o n ’t need to go to church to ta lk  to  m y G od!
I can be a  m oral sp iritual person w ithout be long ing  to  a g roup  that 
lim its view s
D o n ’t believe 1 need to attend to  be Spiritual 
S p irituality  can be personal-no t organized
D o not feel a  church is necessary  for one to lead a good fu lfilling  life 
(in  m y case). Perhaps o thers need  a  god to  live a good  or m ean ingfu l 
life.
G oing  to  church  no t necessary  for b e lie f  in G od
S piritual g row th is som etim es best accom plished  alone by prayers &
m editation
I attended  church  regu larly  in m y youth  & now  do no t en joy  it and feel 
G o d ’s p resence everyw here 
1 can  be Spiritual on m y ow n 
G od has kep t m e sober 4 !4 years
Spiritual freedom  w ould be com prom ised  by church  attendance  
1 d o n ’t feel 1 need to  go to  church  to  be spiritual 
T he on ly  “ sp iritual m om ents” I ’ve had occurred  during surfing , cycling  
o r sex
1 know  m ore than  church  w ill teach  me
M y church  has becom e the ou tdoors-no  pom p or B .S . ju s t pure! L ife , 
death , beauty!!
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Strongly  A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
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S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
1056 M issing
S trongly  A gree 
M issing 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
P refer B uddhism
B eing appealed  o f  o ther religion (B uddhism )
A ttracted  to B uddhism  
1 practice B uddhist p rincip les
M y favorite part o f  C hristian ity  Serm on on the M ount is m icrocosm  o f  
B uddhism  
I ’m Jew ish 
I am  Jew ish
I am  Jew ish  and observant. M y relig ion  has an approach  to  w orsh ip  tha t 
is vastly  d ifferen t than  the C hristian  norm .
1 am  a pagan
Found C eltic & G ala sp irituality  
E xperienced P acham am a
M y spiritual needs are m et by A .A ., so at least I ’ve been inside 4 or 5 
P acifica churches, & I ’m grateful for their support.
C hosen  an E arth  M agic base be lie f 
1 believe in M ultip le  G ods
I read D iane E isle r’s “T he C halice  & the B lade” and it supported  the 
w ay  I ’ve alw ays felt. I ’ve alw ays had strong in tu ition  and dream s and 
w hat I call m om ents o f  know ing. T he ch u rch ’s v iew s on th is are 
negative and harm ful.
I believe no churches have G od right. Som e have parts bu t none know  
w hat G od or us are really  about I believe w e are  G od and Jesus is 
dream ing  us so w e becam e w hat w e are. G od is perfect and w o u ld n ’t 
crea te  an im perfect universe.
Found m y h igher pow er (G od) in the room s o f  A. A. m eetings.
I know  love tha t is m y church!
Found G nostic gospels
W as raised  to  fo llow  teach ings o f  D arw in
R elig ion conflic ts  w ith Science (D arw in)
V iew  on creation  o f  life 
I believe in evolution
R e lig ion ’s position  on B io logy  & o ther sciences 
A cknow ledgem ent o f  ou r physical w orld (sc ience) is im portan t to me. 
People w ho deny it are idiots.
I can ’t reconcile  faith  and science logic
Such a re lie f  to  recognize w e are part o f  a random  evo lu tionary  process 
tha t is im perfect ra ther than som e supposedly  perfect entity  in 
w hich case, I ’d do a m uch better job .
1.3 Cites disagreement with Christian belief(s) and Bible (22 responses) 
Survey R esponse
767 S trongly  A gree I do no t understand  how  people can w orsh ip  an  “om nipo ten t” a ll­
know ing  a ll-caring  god  in the face o f  so m uch suffering . It w as tru ly  a 
re lie f  to  abandon  the concep t o f  god and the feeling  tha t som e egotistic , 
m ean  en tity  w ould  sm ite  m e for the m ost m inor o f  infraction; tha t I w as 
so contro lled  by som e m ean bastard  that likes to  p lay  w ith  peop le  like 
they  w ere paw ns o f  a chess board.
140









Strongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
932 M issing
888 Strongly  A gree
758 Strongly  A gree
861 A gree
958 Strongly  A gree
1159 Strongly  A gree
817 Strongly  A gree
817 Strongly  A gree
1001 Strongly  A gree
846 Strongly  A gree
768 Strongly  A gree
793 S trongly  A gree
1012 Strongly  A gree
A lso , C hristians assum e 1 w ill go to hell. Screw  that noise! !
I believe in a H igher Pow er, but no in v irg in  b irth , life after death, 
angels, dem ons, 2"“* com ing  etc.
C an not believe in m ythology
It’s no t the pow er o f  G od, But the pow er w ith in  to  change
W ant to teach m y son that there are m any paths to  peace &  love, not
ju s t one.
R eliance on som e lov ing/hatefu l god instead  o f  yourself.
I ’m P ro-A bortion
I h av en ’t found a church yet that incorporates the notion  o f  h igher 
sp irituality  w ithout all the guilt & hypocrisy  
M any reasons-B irth  contro l issues m uch too  an ti-abortion  stance, 
approved  rac ist and too  stuck in old ways, unab le  to  m ove forw ard 
into m odern  w orld , not m uch involvem ent w ith  w om en  in church  and if 
it w as up to me to  decide 1 choose no church , nature, accep ting  people  
for w ho they  are and strive to live a life o f  love o f  hum anity , k indness 
and good exam ple and integrity . Left C atho lic  C hurch  at age 18-19 
w hen  it d id n ’t suit lifestyle and during the early  years I w as devoted  
and I w anted to becom e a nun until 6 g rade. H ave though t about 
re tu rn ing-m other still active, very  C atholic.
S ince the beginn ing , old church beliefs H ID E  som e T ru th  tha t m ay not 
be com pletely  understood /M ary  M agdalene . . .  b lood line o f  Jesus—is 
som ew here!
I f  you are no t bap tized  you can ’t go to heaven.
I am  not afraid that “no t being a C hristian” w ill result in hell for me 
Fundam ental ideas m ake no logical sense- the story , the b e lie f  
W ords to support the C hu rch ’s v iew  did no t com e as tru ths in m y 
exp lana tions to  m y children  
T he b ib le is no t the w ord o f  G od
T he b ib le is the w ork o f  m an to have pow er over o ther m en 
B elieve that the B ible is a collection  o f  m yths 
T he B ible seem s irrational and fantasy based.
D o no t keep to the B ible
C on trad ic tions and falsehoods in C hristian  teach ings and the B ible 
M odern  life too d ifferen t from  tim e w hen B ib le  w as w ritten  to  rely  on it 
for guidance .
1.4 Atheist/agnostic/not religious (17 responses)
Survey R esponse
671 Strongly  A gree the church &  G od th ing  is an unbelievable fable
708 Strongly  A gree I ’m an atheist.
714 M issing A theis t, do no t requ ire  church to  be hum anitarian
766 Strongly  A gree I ’m an atheist
1011 Strongly  A gree I believe in no G od
1006 Strongly  A gree C onfirm ed  A theist
1015 Strongly  A gree A theist
1064 M issing I am  an a theist w ho believes in fellow ship  bu t no t G od!
1112 Strongly  A gree A theist
1029 Strongly  A gree I d o n ’t believe in the ex is tence  o f  God
1128 A gree I am  A gnostic
774 Strongly  A gree D o n ’t believe in god  or san ta  clause or u fo ’s
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S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
M issing
1 am not a  believer in a suprem e being type en tity  o f  any  kind. I f  there 
are G ods o f  any belief, w hy w ould they  allow  m ortal m en to  carry  out 
w ar in the ir nam e.
I do n ’t believe in God.
1 d o n ’t go to  church because I d o n ’t believe in Jesus, etc. 1 am 
agnostic, love life, & d o n ’t need organized religion.
N ot relig ious or not o f  church-go ing  religion 
1 am not a be liever in a suprem e being type en tity  o f  any kind.
1.5 Not a Christian or adheres to an unspecified non-Christian religion and/or belief 
system (15 responses)
















Strongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
M issing
Strongly  A gree
1 do not believe in Jesus.
N ot C hristian
1 am not C hristian  and w ould  never attend a C hristian  church
Raised in a non-C hristian  faith
A m  not a C hristian
1 am not a C hristian
B elong to  o ther m ajor w orld  religion
O ther choice o f  religion
H ave m y ow n beliefs
Do not have one specific church  beliefs
Feel confiden t in m y faith
A ttend o ther relig ious gatherings
O pen to o ther ideas
1 d iscovered  that not all hum ans have souls, and 1 am  one o f  those. 
Fortunately , I d iscovered  also tha t this is no t a p rerequ isite  for being 
ethical and possessing  the capab ility  and the u rgency  “to  do the right 
th ing .” N or, as is evidenced  by som e high profile  peop le  in the new s, 
do all “C hris tians” have souls. B ut it’s a useful illusion for the 
politicians. It is fo rtunate , then, that m any non-C hristians also  have 
souls.
I believe w hat goes around com es a ro u n d -If you  are a  good  person 
good th ings w ill happen
1.6 Believes in God, not the church (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
1119 Strongly  A gree
783 Strongly  A gree
1069 Strongly  A gree
967 Strongly  A gree
749 A gree
B elieve in G od but no t in church
G od is love and everyw here
G od is everyw here, ju s t open you r heart to  G od
Strongly  believes in G od but d isappo in ted  o f  c h u rch ’s teach ing .
C hurch is m ore abou t “Jesus” &  less about God.
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1.7 Open to other (all) beliefs (4 responses)
S urvey R esponse
882 Strongly  A gree N o t lim ited by C hristian  Faith
642 M issing The last 15-20 years 1 have studied  m any d ifferen t re lig ions & use th is
as a substitu te  fo r church
980 M issing 1 am m ore in terested in B uddhism  than C hris tian ity  bu t include all
relig ions in m y spiritual pursuit.
1011 Strongly  A gree All re lig ions should be em braced  and explored
1.8 Uncertain Beliefs (1 response) 
Survey  R esponse
996 M issing O verall: I d o n ’t really  have enough info about any  relig ion  or church  to 
m ake a choice. N ever really  “G ot it.” B elieve som ew hat in 
G od/H eaven  & D evil/H ell but also  evolution . So 1 do n ’t know  w here 
that puts me!
2. Miscellaneous Personal-related Reasons (76 responses)
2.1 Family-related (21 responses)
Survey R esponse
725 Strongly  A gree Fam ily  com es first
744 Strongly  A gree W ith sm all ch ild ren-no  tim e right now
1113 Strongly  A gree Tim e for k ids &  fam ily
1113 Strongly  A gree Flard to  w ork fu ll-tim e & take care o f  fam ily  &  com m it 'A day per w k
782 Strongly  A gree C hurch service hours not com patib le  w /fam ily  tim e
1125 A gree K ids are too young
804 Strongly  A gree Foster child refuses to attend. L egally  m ust w atch  her & not force her.
990 S trongly  A gree Special needs child  too  noisy  for church
1016 S trongly  A gree H ave to  continue to  a ttend till parents d ies
1016 Strongly  A gree 1 ju s t c a n ’t sw itch  relig ious until m y paren ts pass on
1065 Strongly  A gree M y paren ts tried  to  raise m e C atholic
953 Strongly  A gree H ave fam ily  m em bers w ho are pastors
953 Strongly  A gree W as required  to  attend church w /paren ts as ado lescen t
807 Strongly  A gree C hurch is fam ily  cen te red-S pouse does not believe in organ ized
religion
990 Strongly  A gree H usband had bad experience, refuses to  go.
804 Strongly  A gree N ot “ in com m union” and spouse not help ing  me get there
663 A gree D id no t have a  re lig ious upbring ing
678 M issing M y husband  never practiced  any religion g row ing  up.
693 A gree Fam ily  stopped  going to  church  in late 6 0 ’s
763 Strongly  A gree I w as no t raised  w ith a relig ion.
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2.2 Have not found the right church (13 responses)
Survey R esponse
1093 Strongly  A gree
1093 Strongly  A gree
818 Strongly  A gree
863 A gree
808 Strongly  A gree
1037 Strongly  A gree
1043 M issing
669  S trongly  A gree 
1051 S trongly  A gree 
966 M issing
782 S trongly  A gree 
990 M issing
1037 S trongly  A gree
C annot find an open denom inational church in Pacifica  
C annot find a liberal church in Pacifica
T h ere ’s no U nitarian-U niversalist Fellow ship  coast side; 1 w ould need 
to  com m ute to SF or SM .
C hurch 1 prefer is not in tow n
T here isn’t O rthodox  C hristian  C hurch in Pacifica
W e are looking for a  fam ily o rien ted -w elcom ing  church  w here you
know  the nam e o f  the person sitting  nex t to  you.
1 do hope to be back in C hurch again. I ’m C atholic  bu t no t going to 
w eekly  services. 1 hope to  find the church /parish  to belong  to. 
church too  few  people/too  sm all 
U nable  to  find right church  locally
W ould like a C harism atic/nondenom inational serv ice tha t starts at 11 
and ends at 12
Prefer early  start & early  out
H ave gone to several d ifferen t churches. N o t all answ ers apply  to all 
churches. C atholic, P resby, M orm on-very  d iffe ren t experiences. 
M orm on-not so good experience P resby-m em ber 15 yrs &  Sunday 
school teacher
Fam ily  grew -up C atho lic-no  longer feel com fortab le  in local catholic 
churches
2.3 Work, busy or other priorities (10 responses)
Survey R esponse
709 Strongly  A gree T im e spen t in church  could  better be spent e lsew here
874 Strongly  A gree E xcessive w ork load & responsibilities
633 A gree T oo busy  to find right church i f  it exists.
962 A gree D o a huge am t. o f  vo lun teer w ork  during w eek  our day -a  day o f  rest
1047 Strongly  A gree C oncerned  w /tim e investm ent
950 A gree L ate M ass have functions I am not in terested in
1034 M issing W ith both  adults w ork ing  & ch ild ren ’s sports o r m ost w eekends 
(soccer, horse-rid ing , volleyball) w e need any  spare  tim e to  do 
shopping, laundry  & a little fam ily tim e!
919 Strongly  A gree G o lf  on Sun. m orn ing  B ut 1 pray  all m orning!
1069 Strongly  A gree I w ork on Sunday  M orn ings
926 Strongly  A gree A lw ays w ork  Sunday  m ornings
G eneral d isin terest (6 resp on ses)
Survey R esponse
755 A gree D o n ’t feel the need to  go
894 A gree D isin terest
1143 Strongly  A gree N o t m otivated
1144 A gree N o t in terested
1031 S trongly  A gree 1 do no t a ttend church  because I d o n ’t w an t to
719 S trongly  A gree C hurch  is okay  for som e
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2.5 Health issues (5 responses)
Survey  R esponse
1139 S trongly  A gree D isabled
1068 S trongly  A gree H ealth  m ain reason
859 S trongly  A gree A llergic to  perfum e
829 S trongly  A gree T oo  depressed
1009 S trongly  A gree I have term inally  ill child  w ho requires constan t care.
2.6 Lazy (5 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
1011 S trongly  A gree I ’m ju s t plain lazy.
1061 A gree Lazy
1098 S trongly  A gree Lazy
707 S trongly  A gree L azy, no church  going friends or fam ily
1144 A gree Lazy
2.7 Shy (3 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
1068 S trongly  A gree N ot good at socializing
824 A gree W hen I feel touched by G od 1 feel like cry ing  and I d o n ’t like cry ing  in
others.
920 S trongly  A gree 1 am shy by n a tu re -o v e rly  chum m iness’s use o f  com m unity  puts m e o ff
2.8 Lifestyle (3 responses)
S urvey R esponse
644 S trongly  A gree T he Lesbian, gay. B isexual, T ransgender, churches in SF (M C C , H oly
R edeem er, U nitarian) still preach C hristian  eth ics bu t are very  open to 
L G B T  m em bers.
1087 S trong ly A gree C hose to  do bad instead o f  good
1088 S trongly  A gree I w as a drug addict
2.9 Do not want to commit (3 responses)
Survey R esponse
1023 S trong ly  A gree O nce you  beg in  attend ing  church  there are too  m any  dem ands p laced
on your tim e & m oney 
867 A gree  D o not w ant to m ake a com m itm en t to a sing le  church .
935 A gree  D o no t w ant to  get involved
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2.10 Confused and/or don’t understand (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
1146 S trongly  A gree D on’t understand religion w as never taught about it feel confused  w hen
1 attend
920 S trongly  A gree D o n ’t understand the ch u rch ’s rituals
2 .11 Non-attendance a habit (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
1025 S trongly  A gree O ver the years, non-attendance has becom e a habit.
1058 A gree O ut o f  the hab it o f  going




H ave nobody  to  go w ith
1 w ant to  begin to  go to church  again. T he tru th  is-1  d o n ’t know  how  to 
take the first step. C all-just show  up? 9:00 serv ice?  So early!!
2.13 Transportation (1 response)
Survey R esponse
829 S trongly  A gree N o longer have a car
2.14 Would go for wrong reasons (1 response)
Survey R esponse
776 S trongly  A gree W ould go to  church for selfish and w rong reasons
Church-related Reasons (156 total responses)
1. Teaching (51 responses)
1.1 Dictates (requires) belief (13 responses)
Survey R esponse
647 S trongly  A gree D em ands com plete  &  m indless obed ience d o esn ’t encourage g row th
like buddism , all you have to  do is be a sheep.
872 S trongly  A gree C hurches teach  ‘th e ir’ w ay  only, &  decry  all o thers
753 S trongly  A gree D o no t let you question  th ings
718 A gree  C hris tian ity  p reaches unquestion ing  faith-I d o n ’t believe in ignorance-
based ph ilosophies
758 S trongly  A gree T he church d ictates w hat is righ t o r w rong in the social w orld
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796 Strongly  A gree
733 Strongly  A gree




690 S trongly  A gree
773 Strongly  A gree
970 Strongly  A gree
Dogmatic andjudgm e
Survey R esponse
648 Strongly  A gree
753 S trongly  A gree
785 Strongly  A gree
915 A gree
667 Strongly  A gree
703 A gree
1080 Strongly  A gree
1034 Strongly  A gree
1152 A gree
693 A gree
1048 Strongly  A gree
1048 Strongly  A gree
Disagreement with spi
Survey R esponse
903 Strongly  A gree
1141 S trongly  A gree
1141 S trongly  A gree
957 Strongly  A gree
846 S trongly  A gree
I also believe churches w ay  too involved in te lling  people  how  to live 
their lives.
I feel that w e do not need anyone person te lling  m e how  to be a good 
person o r w hat to believe in or how  to in terpre t the bible 
C hurches te lling  their flock how  to vote &  th ink  
T he doctrine &  set-up o f  church  conflicts w ith m y m aking  m y ow n 
decisions based on w hat I th ink is good or righ t (like #47)
A fter you  have learned w hat you can from  organ ized  church  & /or 
sp iritual leaders you  m ust act on your ow n “take the ball and run” , or 
back to  F ollow  m e in terpreted  to m ean D O  as I do to  fo llow  m e into 
C hrist experience. P rayer & M editation  no one can do it for you!!
N o interest in try ing  to  conform  to group norm s; expectations 
I even tua lly  “take back” m y ow n sense o f  s e lf  and “rock the boat.” 
C hurch takes w hich beliefs they  w ant to from  the B ible and say  o ther 
d o n ’t perta in  to  today.
T he church has too m any secrets and hides parts o f  the b ib le  that 
people  should know
T oo dogm atic
D o not evo lve/take th ings to  literally 
C hurch doctrine needs to adap t to  p resen t tim e 
T oo  rigid
C hurches tend to be arrogan t & dogm atic  about the ir in terpre tation  o f  
scrip ture and feed their fo llow ers w ith a  literal &  there fo re  inaccurate 
b iblical account w hich then  prom otes social in justice in the nam e o f  
G od. G ives G od a bad nam e.
T he church has no p lace for non-believers. It is no t com fortab le  to take 
the church serv ice m etaphorica lly  and sym bolically . It seem s too 
structured  and literal.
T he church needs to  sim plify , no need fo r dogm as. Focus on 
positive=L ove
U sed to period ica lly  a ttend St P e te r’s bu t the ph ilosophy  w as very 
rig id-not m uch room  for sligh tly  d ifference beliefs! W e con trast St. 
Peters to  the B enedictine School ou r k ids attend in P o rto la  V alley  and 
find the m onks m uch m ore w elcom ing  & tolerant!
T he church is too  judgm enta l 
ju dgm en ta l
“M y god is better than yo u rs”
C hristian  churches are too  strident.
C hurch /C hristian ity  opposes abortion , bu t d o esn ’t support birth control 
T he “chu rch” teaches b igo try  in the nam e o f  G od.
“church” does no t teach  about tak ing  care o f  E arth  as a d iv ine  gift 
C hristian  church  prom otes racism , b igo try , w ar, in to lerance, fake 
science, bad po litic ians, capital pun ishm en t &  destroy ing  env ironm ent 
T he church supports cruel and im m oral p o licy  and po litics
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1053 Strongly  A gree
948 Strongly  A gree
870 Strongly  A gree
1080 Strongly  A gree
927 Strongly A gree
764 Strongly  A gree
764 Strongly  A gree
D isappoin tm ents w ith chu rch ’s position on w o m en ’s ro le in society. 
W om en do not have a strong ro le (ex. p riest)
C hurch is sexist (M orm on church)
T he church is too  judgm enta l o f  boys, w o m en ’s roles, pro-choice 
H ave a lot o f  questions about in terpretation  o f  B ible R ole o f  w om en?? 
B elieve m ost churchgoers try ing  to  buy w ay into heaven 
N o t afraid o f  dying
1.4 Not open-minded (9 responses) 







S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 





Strongly  A gree 
A gree
1072 S trongly  A gree
T he churches tend to  narrow  the concept o f  God 
N o t open and ecum enical enough 
C lose-m inded ignorance is ram pant 
T he church is no t open-m inded
1 like to keep an open m ind about R elig ious/S piritual ideas 
1 need a  p lace to go w here there is talk  abou t sp iritual va lues &  beliefs, 
all people are accepted  & w e talk  about our daily  obstacles w ith 
spiritual resolve.
I ’m looking for a local p lace to  converse w ith  m y neighbors &  friends 
w here w e ta lk  & learn about Spirituality  in m ore w ays than  restric ted  to 
the bible only.
C hurch beliefs too  social &  too narrow
B elieve in a  m ore open and flexib le w ay o f  being spiritual and defin ing  
“G od”
C hurch has brainw ashed  a few  o f  my friends
1.5 Based on guilt and fear (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
944 A gree M ade to feel gu ilty  i f  no t a ttend ing  every  w eek
1042 A gree T he church tries to  m akes you  feel guilty
1130 S trongly  A gree N eed  to  repent &  keep asking for forgiveness
887 Strongly  A gree D on’t w ant to  expose m y child  to  scary /gu ilt ridden 
thoughts that are said, child  is too young  to  process
1080 S trongly  A gree Fears should  not be used as persuader
Poor preaching (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
1086 Strongly  A gree M indless p reach ing  no t teach ing
1134 S trongly  A gree T oo preachy
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2. Previous experience with church (24 reasons)
2.1 Unsatisfying, not meaningful (12 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
732 S trongly  A gree
732 S trongly  A gree
857 S trongly  A gree
1146 S trongly  A gree
1031 S trongly  A gree
930 S trongly  A gree
644 Strongly  A gree
963 Strongly  A gree
1089 M issing
927 Strongly  A gree




699 S trongly  A gree
699 Strongly  A gree
805 S trongly  A gree
1137 S trongly  A gree
869 S trongly  A gree
954 Strongly  A gree
805 S trongly  A gree
D id not find it sa tisfy ing  sp iritually  or socially  
D id not offer m eaningfu l gu idance in life issues.
1 d o n ’t feel like I have access to  G od in a church  setting.
Feel w hat is being  said c a n ’t be connected  to m y life 
C hurch  services do noth ing  for/to  me
C hurches I am fam iliar w ith  stop short o f  sp iritual experience. Stop at 
the doorw ay! I
A  typical church  (C hristian ) does not p rov ide m e w ith sp iritual grow th 
that 1 live by
I do no t find any personal value w ith a ttend ing  church
Find a couple o f  th ings confusing  “The chu rch” m y answ ers w ould
shift from  church  o f  C hristians to o ther churches & denom inations
connected  or experiences
B oredom  w ith the ritual.
1 do not find church fun
T here  is no outreach to  non-m em bers. U nw elcom ing  atm osphere
W as com plete ly  confused  w hen kid re: gods creation  evo lu tion
A s kid w as scared  to death  re: sexuality , etc
Forced to attend as a child
T he confirm ation  process w as a lot o f  church
12 years o f  C atholic school ruined the experience  for me
Forced  to learn B ib le  by C hristian  school
E x trem ely  d isappoin ted  in the C atholic C hurch
2.3 Need new programs and/or emphasis (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
1156 S trongly  A gree
825 S trongly  A gree
745 Strongly  A gree
923 S trongly  A gree
D o not see enough  art (cho ir?) encouragem ent 
C hurches fail to  incorporate  the con tem plative d im ension  
T he church does no t appeal to young people 
L anguages-cu ltu ral needs
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3. Attenders (20 responses)
3.1 Leaders, negative view (10 responses)




742 S trongly  A gree
832 S trongly  A gree





Strongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree
M y w ife w ent to C atholic school &  attended church  every  Sunday. W e 
go t m arried in accordance w ith catholic law. D id the p re-m arriage 
th ing  etc, Put m y kid in C C D - and w ife on ly  goes to  church 2-3 tim es a 
year. Let m e ask you a sim ple q u es tio n ...Y o u  w o n ’t m arry  
hom osexuals, bu t a bunch o f  you priests are m olesting  little b o y s ... A re 
they  hom osexuals or pedophiles?  I w ill let m y d augh ter go to C C D  for 
now  . . .  but N E V E R  m y son!
“C hurch o f  good Shepherd” A t the age 12-13 yr w hen  attem pted  to 
m ake com m union-p riest to ld  m e 1 w as a “B astard” cause m y 
paren ts w ere no t m arried in church and they  needed to do so 
im m ediately. W hen I w ent to  the parish in SF. W here 1 w as bap tized  
the priest said he could no t help m e-it w as up to  m e to  resolve problem ! 
1 w as 12-13 yrs old!!! A lso, the priest w ho called  m e a “B astard” tried  
to  fondle m e and m y g irlfriend. W hat m ore can 1 say?
Priests are pervert hypocrites 
P ro tection  o f  p redators m oral hypocrisy
M em bers o f  influence in church operations & m ost ju dgm en ta l w ere 
M olesting  their children  or 2. H aving affairs w ith  o ther m em bers or
3. W ere talk ing  dow n about m em bers w ho w ere w ork ing  really  hard & 
w ere successful at their positions.
P riests are not real leaders o f  the church, bu t ju s t m en  w ith sexual and 
everyone turns aw ay not see w hat th e y ’re doing, (p rey ing  on v ictim s) 
U nable to find an inspirational m inister
H ave not found an inspirational m in ister/p riest/pasto r w ho m akes it 
w orthw hile  to attend.
T he pastor I liked in tensely  left. T he rep lacem ent had no rapport w ith 
me.
Pastors lack education  & preparation









S trongly  A gree 
M issing
960 M issing
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
887 S trongly  A gree
M any  people  w ho attend church  th ink  they  are k inder than  non-goers, 
y e t they , and the ir ch ild ren , are less kind than  the non church goers 
N on-C hris tians are m uch m ore accep ting , genu ine  people  
M aybe your church is d ifferen t, bu t C hristians I ta lk  to  are full o f  hate, 
no t love, and th ey  hate m e but pretend to  like me ju s t  to  “ save” m e ... 
Barf! B ut 1 w ish  you w ell, ju s t stop try ing  to  m ake C hris tian ity  the state 
religion!
C hurch  m em bers are de truncated  at birth and are b iased  against o ther 
beliefs
1 d o n ’t have m uch in com m on w ith m ost church goers 
A fter a  w hile, people  seem  to becom e “cu ltish”
L ack o f  respect d isp layed  by  parish ioners in church  (no ise , babies 
crying, getting  up and leaving)
D o n ’t w an t to expose m y child  to  un trained /stup id  persons teach ing  
Sunday  School.
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721 Missing
967 M issing
For th ree years 1 w as president o f  the church  council. T he b ickering  
and schem ing  o f  the church m em bers against the ir ow n pastor and each 
o ther finally  w as too m uch. A t the conclusion  o f  m y term  1 realized  
how  stressful the experience had been. 1 started  coach ing  youth  sports 
and found m y church there-w ithout the stress.
I felt people @  churches im pose the ir ow n in terpre tation  & believers 
on o ther church  goers. A lw ays looking dow n on o ther people. 1 used to 
a ttend every  w eek for years.
4. Miscellaneous Church-related Reasons (61 responses)
4.1 Connection to government and/or polities (17 responses)
Survey R esponse
831 Strongly  A gree
843 Strongly  A gree
796 Strongly  A gree
785 Strongly  A gree
1067 Strongly  A gree
1143 Strongly  A gree
918 Strongly  A gree
1083 Strongly  A gree
1040 Strongly  A gree
1040 Strongly  A gree
1022 Strongly  A gree
975 A gree
1054 Strongly  A gree
752 M issing
1053 Strongly  A gree
1054 Strongly  A gree
960 M issing




1156 Strongly  A gree
692 S trongly  A gree
983 S trongly  A gree
Po litics w ere taugh t from  pulpit 
Too R epublican
1 believe tha t m any churches-i.e . “C hristian” churches are w ay  too 
involved in governm en t & try ing  to  influence governm en t & politics- 
w hat happened to separation  o f  church & State? K eep  religion ou t o f  
politics!
C hurch L eaders (B ishops, card inals) are m ore po litic ian  than priest.
C hurch  too  po litically  involved
T h ey ’re try ing  to  inject into politics
N ot enough separation  betw een relig ion  & g o v ’t
O ffended  by  relig ious influx into politics & g o v ’t.
C hristian  church  too  far to  right 
C hristian  faith  too  involved w /politics
N early  all churches are co llaborators w ith evil governm en t o f  B ush/ 
C heney/love.
T he relig ious righ t has g iven church  a bad nam e
C hurches te lling  the ir flock how  to  vote & th ink
W hite H ouse w ants the w orld to  be a B eaver C lever clone. W ants to
erase rep roductive rights
D isagree w ith  ch u rch ’s politics
C hurches te lling  the ir flock how  to vote & th ink
C hurches should  no t get out o f  pay ing  taxes
Lack o f  com passion  at church
1 w ould  like to find a church  th a t tru ly  accep t special needs child ren  
and are  not jud g m en ta l. 1 w ould  also like a church  th a t w ould help m e 
put m y child  in a private  C hristian  school as 1 canno t afford  it. It w ould  
be nice to  help people  in need w hether the church  m em bers ra ther than  
help ing  people  from  out o f  the country. W e can help  people  w ith in  our 
com m unity  first. T he poor, the hom eless and our very  ow n senior 
citizens.
D o no t see enough  com m unity  involvem ent
church  m ore in ten tion  in p rom oting  church  and less in prom oting
hum ane actions no m atter religion
P ersonally  feel 1 m ust do w ell for others
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Strongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
Spending too  m uch m oney on A nti-gay  issues Instead o f  he lp ing  those 
w ho could really  use the m oney (help!) 
church not m inistering  to the needy
C hurches encourage people to  be se lf  righ teous w /o  being tru ly  
righteous; tha t is, they  ignore social ju s tice  as a reference for 
determ in ing  goodness o r evil-th is, they  are part o f  the problem .
4.3 Disagree with changes in the church (7 responses)
Survey R esponse
710 Strongly  A gree
718 A gree
979 Strongly  A gree
979 S trongly  A gree
750 Strongly  A gree
757 Strongly  A gree
768 Strongly  A gree
Sw itch from  classical service to  current m ethod 
Services have changed since m y childhood 
D isappoin ted  in changes in trad ition
C hanges to rules I felt w ere “G ospel” as a teenager m ade m e question  
institu tion  o f  C atholic church 
C hurch ’s v iew s change w ith tim es
churches here do not perform  the classical m asses p ro fessionally  
K eep changing  the rules
4.4 Intolerance (7 responses) 
Survey R esponse Item
803 S trongly  A gree
1054 S trongly  A gree H atred  o f  g roups w ith d ifferen t view s.
903 S trongly  A gree Som e C hristians seem  arrogant, d isrespectfu l and in to lerant o f  o ther
religions.
T oo m any sects to  call anyone “the church .” A ll sects believe that 
they  alone know  G od’s w ill, so if  you d isag ree  you  are less than  w orthy 
o f  G o d ’s love
1072 S trongly  A gree T he church is no t accep ting  o f  many o f  the peop le  1 love
742 S trongly  A gree R elig ions w hich  are in to leran t o f  other beliefs
1091 S trongly  A gree D islike secu lar/d iv isive v iew s o f  traditional C hris tian  church
857 M issing  T he reason tha t w as m ost com pelling  to  for m e w hy  I d o n ’t a ttend
church  is tha t I w o u ld n ’t be accepted  for w ho 1 am.
4.5 Hypocrisy (6 responses)
Survey R esponse
692 S trongly  A gree
796 S trongly  A gree
770 Strongly  A gree
937 S trongly  A gree
937 S trongly  A gree
796 S trongly  A gree
H ypocritical, d ishonest big business like governm en t 
I consider m y se lf  a very  Spiritual person, bu t am  appalled  at the actions 
o f  churches these  days.
C hurch  does no t “practice  w hat it p reaches.”
1 need to ac tua lly  live a sp iritual life
I need a  life w here 1 ac tua lly  “do” w hat I believe no t ju s t “ say” w hat I 
believe
I consider m y se lf  a very  Spiritual person, bu t am  appalled  at the ac tions 
o f  churches these  days.
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4.6 M oney emphasis (4 responses)
Survey R esponse
692 Strongly  A gree M oney spen t on church not on people
740 Strongly  A gree Paid fundraiser, no
741 S trongly  A gree W as told by  fund raiser how  m uch 1 should p ledge
939 Strongly  A gree Serm ons are m any tim es about $ &  not faith
4.7 N o t p rogressive  (3 resp on ses)
S urvey R esponse
682 A gree C hurch not open to  change
1152 A gree T he church is too  archaic
948 Strongly  A gree N ot progressive enough
4.8 G overnance (3 resp on ses)
Survey R esponse
695 Strongly  A gree M ost churches are too patriarchal
710 Strongly  A gree Form at is d ictatoria l ra ther than  leadership
948 Strongly  A gree Priest/child  abuse not addressed
4.9 M u sic (3 resp on ses)
Survey R esponse
757 Strongly  A gree N o really  good m usic
754 Strongly  A gree T here is no really  good m usic
4.10 Property (1 resp on se)
Survey R esponse
669 A gree G rounds no t used w isely
4.11 Not accountable (1 response)
Survey R esponse 
731 S trongly  A gree T he church is no t accoun tab le  for their actions
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Religion-related Reasons
1. General distrust for (18 responses)
Survey R esponse Item
708 Strongly  A gree
723 S trongly  A gree
1145 Strongly  A gree




896 Strongly  A gree
858 Strongly  A gree
1083 Strongly  A gree
994 Strongly  A gree
719 Strongly  A gree
676 Strongly  A gree
859 M issing
853 M issing
981 Strongly  A gree
1145 M issing
848 A gree
Story o f  harm (13 respt
Survey R esponse Item
636 Strongly  A gree
649 S trongly  A gree
803 Strongly  A gree
R elig ious beliefs keep us from  facing life w ith  reason. People seem  to 
prefer a com forting  delusion.
O rganized relig ion is corrupt
R eligion is a bad w ord and tends to  create separation  betw een people 
and cultures
B elieve tha t relig ion  w as created  to explain th ings tha t w ere beyond 
m an k in d 's  com prehension . D o not believe, therefore, that re lig ion  is 
relevan t today.
O rganized relig ion, I believe is evil & a detrim en t to hum ank ind-very  
hypocritical &  insincere. O ne does not need relig ion  to be supportive to 
o ther hum ans
C hurch, R elig ion & the people draw n to it are all about fear, covering  
their bases-just in case! H ow  pathetic!
J K risnam urti to ld  a parab le  in w hich the dev il and a friend saw  a m an 
find som eth ing  and be happy. T he friend asked the devil w hat the m an 
had found that m ade him  so happy. The devil said “H e found the tru th” 
“T hat m ust be bad business for you” said the friend “N ot at a ll” said the 
devil “tom orrow  I w ill help him  organize it”
G ood people do good things. B ad people do bad things. It takes 
R elig ion  to m ake good people do bad things.
R eligion too  narrow  leaves no room  for individual response
D on’t believe in religion
D o n ’t care for o rganized relig ion
R elig ion  is not fo r everyone
P ush ing  relig ion  is no t I like to  see in a relig ious agenda
C hurch affilia tion  is m ostly  an acciden t o f  b irth , like hair co lo r & eye
color, yet people  kill each o ther over it (People  are idiots)
It is m ore logical tha t R elig ions, their tenets, and products, eg. B ible 
K oran are resu lts o f  historical e lders try ing  to  estab lish  law s and 
pedigrees fo r th e ir people.
Society  and d esire  to conform  dictate our re lig ious beliefs 
A lso  A N C IE N T  SU M E R IA N  T A B L E T S  show  us tha t sto ries from  the 
B ible have been re-told (re-w ritten ) from  events p re-dating  the 
B ible. (E specia lly  the O ld T estam ent) M uch o f  the A ncien t sp iritual 
know ledge has been lost since the arrival o f  o rganized  relig ions. I call it 
the dark  ages.
C hurches &  R elig ion  have becom e se lf-serv ing  businesses
M uch harm  has been done to  m y fellow  m an in the nam e o f  re lig ion  
M ore people  die because  o f  the ir religion than  any  o ther reason  in 
H istory
W hen re lig ion  ru led  the w orld  it w as ca lled  the D ark A ges
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789 Strongly  A gree
958 Strongly  A gree
752 Strongly  A gree
774 Strongly  A gree
795 M issing
793 Strongly  A gree
848 M issing
1029 Strongly  A gree
1102 S trongly  A gree
1130 Strongly  A gree
ot required to be spirit
Survey R esponse Item
695 Strongly  A gree
734 Strongly  A gree
734 Strongly  A gree
1151 Strongly  A gree
1091 Strongly  A gree
1096 Strongly  A gree
858 Strongly  A gree
1077 Strongly  A gree
1104 Strongly  A gree
769 Strongly  A gree
994 Strongly  A gree
676 Strongly  A gree
Since the R om ans, the church  has been used to  build  em pires and 
convert o r destroy  the m asses.
The h is to ry  o f  the C hristian  relig ion-i.e . w hat it has w rough t in the 
w orld.
T he vio lence in the w orld inspired by relig ion  
T hroughou t history, the church has been responsib le  for the 
suppression  o f  scientific  know ledge
I am very  unhappy  w ith  the ro le religion has p layed into the conflic ts in 
our p resen t day  w orld. I d isagree w ith the contro l C hristians and Jew s 
use over various areas in the M iddle East. I believe in G od but no t w hat 
the church (various branches) has chosen to  support 
C hris tian ity  used to spread hatred and v io lence and in to lerance 
I f  there are G ods o f  any belief, w hy w ould  th ey  allow  m ortal m en to 
carry  out w ar in the ir nam e? H um ans have slaugh tered /bu tchered  each 
o ther since tim e began over religion.
M ore problem s in this w orld  have been caused  by religion 
R e lig ion ’s net influence on society  & cu ltu res is negative 
R elig ious conflic t m ain source o f  w orld conflic t
D o n ’t need religion to  be a good person
I can be spiritual, kind and a good person w ithou t organized  religion.
I can have a relationsh ip  w ith  G od w ithout o rgan ized  religion 
Spirituality  is m ore im portant than organized relig ion 
I am  spiritual but not necessarily  relig ious 
I believe in Spirituality  no t religion.
I do no t believe com m ercial religion m akes a better person.
C hurch should be a sp iritual instruction  not a re lig ious one 
W ant to em brace all re lig ions beliefs w / ou t o rganized  relig ion 
A m  a hum anist &  and do no t feel the need o f  an organized relig ion  for 
m yself.
C onsider m y se lf som ew hat sp iritual bu t no t re lig ious 
G od loves everyone no m atter w hat re lig ion  you  are.
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APPENDIX C
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES FROM ATTENDERS
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Attenders’ Perceived Reasons for Non-attendance
Note: The perceived reasons categorized below were hand-written by attending 
respondents using open-response items 56 and 57. Under each category, the reasons are 
listed from the most to the least commonly reported. The label “survey” refers to the 
numbers assigned surveys as they were received in the mail. The total number of 
responses for the three general categories (personal, church-related, culture-related) was 
404.
Outline of the Categories
Personal Reasons (272 total responses)
1. B elief-, or lack o f  belief-, related reasons (82 responses)
1.1 Lack understand ing  for b e lie f  (20 responses)
1.2 D ifferent beliefs, theo log ical and m oral (21 responses)
1.3 D o not believe in, o r know , G od (17 responses)
1.4 Lack sp irituality  and /o r connection  to  G od (8 responses)
1.5 B e lie f  that a ttendance is not necessary  to  be spiritual (8 responses)
1.6 B e lie f  that a ttendance lim its freedom  (4 responses)
1.7 W orld ly  and /or secular m indset (2 responses)
1.8 B e lie f  that G od is to  blam e (1 response)
2. P ersonal D isposition* (98 responses)
♦Disposition is defined as a present quality o f mind, feelings, or character.
2.1 L azy (25 responses)
2.2 A pathetic o r indifferent (23 responses)
2.3 Feels afraid  (14 responses)
2.4 M ateria listic  (9 responses)
2.5 Independent, d o n ’t need G od (7 responses)
2 .6  U ncom m itted  (6 responses)
2 .7  Selfish (6 responses)
2.8 Feels guilty , unw orthy  (3 responses)
2 .9 Feels obligated  (2 responses)
2 .10 Feels tired  (1 response)
2.11 Feels uncom fortab le  (1 response)
2.12 N ot at peace (1 response)
3. O ther p riorities (42 responses)
3.1 Sports-related  (17 responses)
3.2 N on-sports-related  p riorities (w ork, fam ily, com m unity , etc) (14 responses)
3.3 N ot a p riority , genera lly  stated  (7 responses)
3.4 O nly  day  to  w ithou t a com m itm en t (day  to  re lax ) (4 responses)
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4. Miscellaneous personal reasons (49 responses)
4.1 M arriage and/or fam ily issues (14 responses)
4.2 T ransporta tion  issues (6 responses)
4.3 Paren ts did not set an exam ple (6 responses)
4.4 Substance abuse (5 responses)
4.5 L ack  contac t w ith  attenders (5 responses)
4 .6  S p iritually  separated  from  G od (5 responses)
4 .7  C a n ’t find righ t church (3 responses)
4.8 O u t o f  hab it (3 responses)
4 .9  H ealth  issues (1 response)
4 .10  L ifesty le  (1 response)
Church-related Reasons (104 total responses)
1. A ttenders (44 responses)
1.1 N on-leaders ( 16 responses)
1.2 L eaders, sexual abuse scandal (23 responses)
1.3 L eaders, in general (5 responses)
2. T each ing  (21 responses)
2.1 Serm ons and /o r p reaching (9 responses)
2.2 E m phasis on po litics (5 responses)
2.3 N o t b ib lically -based  (4 responses)
2.4 N o t re levan t (3 responses)
3. M iscellaneous church-related  reasons (39 responses)
3.1 Insufficien t and /o r ineffective p rogram m ing  for youth (9 responses)
3.2 D isappoin ted  and /o r unsatisfied w ith prior a ttendance (8 responses)
3.3 W orsh ip  serv ice (6 responses)
3.4 M oney  (5 responses)
3.5 C hanges to church  (3 responses)
3.6 Service tim es (2 responses)
3.7 N o t enough concern  for those in need (2 responses)
3.8 N o t been invited (2 responses)
3.9 D iversity  issues (2 responses)
3 .10 N ot p rogressive (2 response)
3.11 N o t sp iritually  focused (2 responses)
3 .12 N ot stand ing  up to  critics (1 response)
3.13 T oo  lenient (1 response)
3.14 T oo  ju d gm en ta l (1 response)
3.15 L ocation  o f  church  (1 response)
Culture-related (28 total responses)
1. Secularization  and /o r liberalization  (13 responses)
2. M edia influence (8 responses
3. E ducation  (3 responses)
4. Pacifica-related  (2 responses)
5. Influence o f  evil (1 R esponse)
6. Peer pressure (1 response)
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Personal Reasons
1. Belief-, or Lack of Belief-, related Reasons (82 responses)
1.1 Lack understanding for belief (20 responses)
S urvey R esponse
63 Strongly  A gree M isunders tand ing/m isconception  w hat C hurch is like
63 S trongly  A gree M isunders tanding /m isconception  about w hat w ill be expected  o f  them  
i f  they  attend church
117 S trongly  A gree M isunderstand  m eaning o f  church
336 Strongly  A gree P eop le  d o n ’t understand the purpose o f  the church
421 Strongly  A gree L ack o f  understanding  how  relig ion  can help o n e ’s life
525 Strongly  A gree D on’t tru ly  understand "chu rch” system
522 M issing People  forget o r d o n ’t realize the benefits & the good feelings that 
com e from  church  attendance
533 Strongly  A gree D o no t understand w hat w ill personally  “get” out o f  church
381 A gree S om etim es hard or in tim idating  fo r som eone to  con tinue  com ing  or 
start if  they  d o n ’t feel they  understand-afraid  to ask fo r help
10 A gree N o good foundation , w as never exposed to G od/C hrist
113 S trongly  A gree Folks have never really  heard the good new s and w hy it is so vital.
305 A gree D id not have firm  foundation  in doctrine
306 S trongly  A gree N ot grounded in doctrine
368 M issing N o t understand ing  the im portance o f  re lig ious instruction  
and church attendance
314 A gree W eren ’t taught the m eaning  o f  m ass.
599 A gree D o not understand the love o f  Jesus.
169 S trongly  A gree D o n ’t know  the gospel m essage o f  Jesus C hrist
135 S trongly  A gree Jesus w as ju s t a m an no t a G od-m an. Look at all the D a V inci 
C ode Junk. II T hessa lon ians 2 :1-12
113 S trongly  A gree M any folks inside and outside the church are B ib lica lly  illiterate.
259 S trongly  A gree C onfusion  on the B ible
1.2 Different beliefs, theological and moral (21 responses)
Survey R esponse
177 S trongly  A gree D o not believe in a group  o f  certa in  beliefs
122 S trongly  A gree T here  are m any tru ths no t ju s t one
30 S trongly  A gree M any people  still be lieve-to  be a good person is enough
372 S trongly  A gree P eople  have ow n beliefs o f  our c rea to r not necessarily  “G od”
94 A gree M ay not agree w ith the churches sam e beliefs o r re lig ions
435 Strongly  A gree T hey  do no t believe in Hell
435 A gree B e lie f  that everyone is go ing  to  H eaven
576 A gree B eliefs change (ch ildhood  to adu lthood) from  w hat they  are tau g h t as 
they  go t o lder
523 Strongly  A gree H ave doubts about various C hris tian  beliefs
197 S trongly  A gree S tances on hom osexuals, abortion  cap ital pun ishm en t
471 A gree I believe in abortion  w hich  is a t odds w ith  the c h u rch ’s teaching.
49 S trongly  A gree I th ink  people are  d isenfranch ised  w / the C atholic c h u rch ’s position  on 
hom osexuals and birth  contro l, w an t to  see less b lam ed and m ore 
realism
159
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
179 Strongly  A gree W orship  the w ays o f  the fallen w orld ie: hom osexuality , G oth  cultu re , 
re ject the C hristian  faith and its values
483 S trongly  A gree “ R ules” con trary  to early  teach ing  and no t tha t im portant (m arriage 
in/out o f  church  building)
212 S trongly  A gree P riests not allow ed to  m arry  and no w om en priests a llow ed ano ther 
reason people  d o n ’t go
235 S trongly  A gree C hurch beliefs on birth contro l (not abortion , how ever)
591 A gree C hurch ’s v iew s on divorced- “2"‘* class c itizens”
478 M issing C atholic ch u rch ’s stance on hom osexuality . G ay  rights, w om en priests, 
celibacy
179 Strongly  A gree Put o ff  by church  v iew  on abortion  e tc ...
301 S trongly  A gree D isagreem ent w ith church values
494 Strongly  A gree P eople feel the bible is an invalid docum ent.
D o  not b e lie v e  in, or kn ow , G od (1 7  resp on ses)
Survey R esponse
321 Strongly  A gree D o not th ink  G od is real
577 Strongly  A gree A theist
580 Strongly  A gree A theist
116 Strongly  A gree Do not believe in G od
198 Strongly  A gree T hey  d o n ’t believe
188 Strongly  A gree D on’t believe in G od.
196 A gree D on’t believe in G od o r church
597 A gree H ave “ou tgrow n” b e lie f  in/need for God
135 Strongly  A gree P eople do n ’t see a d ifference betw een the too th  fairy, E aster B unny, 
Santa C laus and G od
509 A gree M ateria listic  and atheistic attitudes m ore prevalen t
37 S trongly  A gree H ave not believed  the gospel o f  C hrist
33 S trongly  A gree D on’t know  G od and H is rela tionsh ip  to church
39 S trongly  A gree N o concept o f  their need for a Savior!
116 S trongly  A gree R elationship  w ith  Jesus no t personal
161 A gree L ost faith in G od
170 Strongly  A gree N ever began personal re la tionsh ip  w ith Jesus
180 A gree N o know ledge o f  G od or desire to  know  H im
L ack sp irituality  and/or con n ection  to G od (8  resp on ses)
Survey R esponse
198 Strongly  A gree I ’m d isconnected  to  G od.
232 Strongly  A gree Som e w ere never in love w ith Jesus so have no in terest
237 Strongly  A gree L ack  o f  sp irituality - “G od is everyw here so they  d o n ’t have to  a ttend  
church”
581 Strongly  A gree D o not have a personal re la tionsh ip  w ith G od.
588 Strongly  A gree H aven ’t had a Spiritual aw akening
267 S trongly  A gree too  rational, are no t open spiritually
189 Strongly  A gree L ost their sp iritual self.
620 M issing L ack o f  in trospection
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1.5 B elief that attendance is not necessary to be spiritual (9 responses)
Survey R esponse
485 A gree D on’t need to  go to  church to  talk  to  G od.
490 Strongly  A gree T hey  feel they  can have a strong  relationship  w ith  G od w /out go ing  to 
church & is no t necessary
372 Strongly  A gree N eed  not a ttend regu larly  to believe
246 A gree B e lie f  that sp irituality  and church  attendance do  no t have to be 
synonym ous
304 Strongly  A gree D o n ’t need to  go to church to  be close to G od
309 Strongly  A gree T hey  d o n ’t need to attend to  believe in God.
133 Strongly  A gree I can w orsh ip  G od w hile fish ing, golfing  or b ik ing
340 Strongly  A gree Prefer sp iritua lity  to religion. M y sp irituality  is best experienced  in 
nature, i.e. beach, g o lf  course, sports.
432 A gree Do not like organized religion (bu t not seen as “ ev il” )
B elief that attendance limits freedom (4 responses)
Survey R esponse
171 A gree U ncom fortab le  w ith som eone e lse ’s (the c h u rch ’s) routine
205 A gree R esidents d o n ’t w ant personal freedom  curtailed .
412 Strongly  A gree Prefer freedom  from  relig ion over freedom  o f  relig ion
203 S trongly  A gree W ant the freedom  to do w hat th ey  w ant (no re lig ion  at a ll-anyth ing  
goes)
Worldly and/or secular mindset (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
176 Strongly  A gree P acificans are too  involved in w orld ly  & alternative  lifestyles-
192 Strongly  A gree Pacificans are very  secu lar &  pseudo in tellectual group
1.8 Belief that God is to blame (1 response)
Survey # R esponse 
276  A gree P eople b lam e G od for all that is bad
2. Personal Disposition* (98 responses)
■"Disposition is defined  as a p resent quality  o f  m ind, feelings, o r character.
2.1 Lazy (25 responses)
Survey R esponse
43 A gree L aziness
162 S trongly  A gree T oo lazy to attend.
238 S trongly  A gree People are ju s t too lazy to m ake the effort to  a ttend
240 S trongly  A gree Just too  lazy  to  go
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254 A gree Laziness
292 S trongly  A gree Lazy
294 Strongly  A gree Lazy
319 Strongly  A gree L aziness
346 Strongly  A gree L aziness
364 Strongly  A gree Too lazy to  get dressed to  go
368 M issing L aziness
374 Strongly  A gree Laziness
423 A gree T oo lazy
456 Strongly A gree T oo lazy
506 Strongly  A gree Som e people  ju s t LAZY
517 A gree People are too  lazy
528 A gree Lazy
549 Strongly  A gree Lazy
561 A gree L aziness
571 Strongly  A gree Laziness, apathy  substance abuse causing L ethargy
590 Strongly  A gree People are lazy
604 Strongly  A gree Lazy
610 Strongly  A gree LAZY
612 Strongly  A gree L azy people  w ho w ant instant g ratification  in the here and now
624 A gree Lazy
Apathetic or indifferent (23 responses)
Survey R esponse
186 Strongly  A gree Just d o n ’t care
294 Strongly  A gree N ot impt. M y 2 brothers=  ju s t  d o n ’t care
247 A gree L ack o f  desire
382 Strongly  A gree L ack o f  m otivation  & in terest
383 Strongly  A gree N o incentive
503 A gree Do not see need to go to  church w eekly
365 A gree I know  people  w ho ju s t d o n ’t care.
113 Strongly  A gree T hey d o n ’t care.
439 A gree A pathy
577 Strongly  A gree Do not feel the need
580 A gree D on’t th ink  it is necessary
330 Strongly  A gree C hurch is no t re levan t
629 A gree D on’t feel it is im portant
581 Strongly  A gree D o no t th ink  tha t church  is pertinen t to m y life
334 A gree W ife does I d o n ’t need to
604 Strongly  A gree N ot interested
525 Strongly  A gree D on’t feel the need  to  be relig ious
364 Strongly  A gree Feels need on ly  at E aster &  C hristm as
39 Strongly  A gree M any ra ised  C atho lic  done the religious th in g  and now  as an adu lt 
do n ’t feel need  to  reconnect w / church
567 Strongly  A gree I w ill get around  to  it later
567 Strongly  A gree I w ill go w hen  1 get o lder
598 Strongly  A gree P eople d o n ’t m ake the tim e fo r church
49 Strongly  A gree H aven ’t taken  responsib ility  in form ulating  a personal re la tionsh ip  w ith 
god. M ay be turned  o f f  by  the childhood concep t that w as p resen ted
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2.3 Feels afraid (14 responses)
S urvey R esponse
24 Strongly  A gree It calls people into accountab ility
34 S trongly  A gree Intim idated  by the B ible
34 Strongly  A gree D o n ’t w an t to hear w hat the B ible says because its too  conv ic ting
56 Strongly  A gree D o n ’t w ant to give up the ir lifestyles for the church.
625 S trongly  A gree People d o n ’t w ant to  hear they  shou ldn ’t do anything they  w an t to do.
188 Strongly  A gree D o not w ant grace o r conscience to guide their behavior
480 A gree Feel gu ilty  about lifestyle
480 A gree W ould  have to  change life style
235 Strongly  A gree Feeling  hypocritical do ing  against church  beliefs (d ivorce, birth 
contro l, etc.)
171 A gree Fearful o f  sou l-search ing
257 A gree Fear o f  being judged
203 Strongly  A gree Feel convicted  if  attended because o f  lifesty le  and not w an ting  to 
change tha t lifestyle.
176 S trongly  A gree Pacificans are m ore in terested in not o ffend ing  anyone­
like w rong  and right and sin
347 A gree Fear o f  com m itm ent
Materialistic (9 responses)
Survey R esponse
205 Strongly  A gree R esiden ts are m ateria listic  (ph ilosophically ) by persuasion  o r practice
215 S trongly  A gree W e are becom ing a  m ore m aterialistic  society
230 Strongly  A gree A ttachm ent to m aterial th ings
284 M issing P eop le  are m ateria listic  and spend to m uch tim e in front o f  the t.v. for 
tha t th ey  m ake the tim e.
117 Strongly  A gree M ateria lism  is their concern
374 S trongly  A gree M ateria lism - G oes to  shopping  etc.
440 A gree M ateria lism
509 A gree M ateria listic  &  atheistic attitudes m ore p revalen t
109 Strongly  A gree W e live in a m ateria listic  culture w here church  values a re  only
em phasized  at church
2.5 Independent, don’t need God (7 responses)
Survey R esponse
326 Strongly  A gree N o longer need G od.
357 S trongly  A gree D o not need G od in th e ir life
407 S trongly  A gree G o d ’s no t m eaningful in m y life
115 S trongly  A gree D o w e need G od?
590 Strongly  A gree People  are living and feel they d o n ’t need G od
597 A gree H ave “ou tg row n” b e lie f  in/need for G od
599 Strongly  A gree G od is no longer im portant in their lives
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2.6 Uncommitted (6 responses)
Survey R esponse
620 Strongly  A gree Lack o f  com m itm ent
57 A gree N ot com m itted
257 A gree L acking/no t w an t to com m it.
301 Strongly  A gree N o com m itm ent for a personal relationship
449 A gree T hey  believe going on E aster & C hristm as is enough
267 Strongly  A gree D o no t attend for long enough period to get com fortab le
2.7 Selfish (6 responses)
Survey R esponse
624 A gree Selfish generation
326 Strongly  A gree Put their own needs first
292 Strongly  A gree W e are selfish
602 A gree A ttending church  w ould  harm  my im age
238 Strongly  A gree People  are too self-cen tered  to bother to m ake the effo rt to  attend
467 S trongly  A gree T o in terested in on ly  them selves
2.8 Feels guilty, unworthy (3 responses)
Survey R esponse
357 S trongly  A gree Feel like th e y ’ve m essed up so bad they can t go back-they  w o n ’t be 
forgiven.
423 A gee Feel gu ilty  about som e p rio r action
426  A gree Person  feels unw orthy , not able to live up to  standards o f  C hristian
living as those w ho a ttend  church.
2.9 Feels obligated (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
322 S trongly  A gree Feeling  obligated  to  a ttend m ass
282 A gree G o because I ’m  supposed  to go
2.10 Feels tired (1 response)
Survey R esponse
334 A gree G ot tired  o f  it
2.11 Feels uncomfortable (1 response)
Survey R esponse
56 S trongly  A gree D o n ’t  feel com fortab le
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2.12 N ot at peace (1 response)
Survey R esponse 
437  S trongly  A gree U nable to find peace o f  m ind/heart
3. Other Priorities (42 responses)
3.1 Sports-related (17 responses)
Survey R esponse
72 Strongly  A gree Sports
72 S trongly  A gree Soccer kids parents take them
55 Strongly  A gree W orship  o f  football, soccer, etc
60 A gree Y outh  sports, schedules conflict
166 A gree Surfing
251 Strongly  A gree Sports on Sunday am
251 Strongly  A gree C hildren  sports i.e., soccer etc on Sun.
255 A gree Fam ily  life too  busy  ch ild ren  in sports &  traveling  w ith  them .
370 Strongly  A gree T eenage kids w ith busy  sports schedule
482 A gree C hildren  p laying sports
552 Strongly  A gree Sports on T V  take precedence-
607 A gree Sunday  sport act. (ch ild ren  & adult)
613 A gree Sports activ ities, i.e., soccer, football basketball
568 A gree Football
490 Strongly  A gree W ould rather sleep in and w atch football w ithout in terrup tion  from 
fam ily. (Father sleeps & children  go w ith  m om ).
255 A gree Fam ily  life too  busy  ch ild ren  in sports & trave ling  w ith  them .
97 Strongly  A gree G ood day to go h ik ing, surfing , w ork on house
Non-sports-related priorities (work, family, community, etc) (14 responses)
Survey R esponse
457 Strongly  A gree T oo busy  doing o ther th ings
624 A gree T o m any activ ities on Sunday, no tim e for the Lord
73 Strongly  A gree C om m unity  ac tiv ities fo r children  are scheduled  on Sundays
69 A gree O ther dem ands
118 A gree I ’ll m iss all the fun
186 S trongly  A gree So busy
629 A gree Feel too  busy
360 Strongly  A gree B usy  w ork ing  all w eek  and taking kids to  activ ities clean  Saturdays 
nice to  no t have to  be som ew here Sunday  a t a  certa in  tim e. C hurch 
seem s to  be optional
595 Strongly  A gree F am ilies are overscheduled
628 Strongly  A gree O verall busyness o f  da ily  lives
461 A gree O ver com m itted  to  hom e & w ork responsib ilities
529 A gree M ust w ork  m ore than  1 jo b  to survive
69 A gree W ork  dem ands
55 S trongly  A gree Som e C hris tians do no t fight for the righ t not to w ork on  Sunday
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3.3 Not a priority, generally stated (7 responses)
Survey R esponse
100 Strongly A gree C hurch is low  on agenda/top  priority  is w hat they  see as standard
o f  living!!
216 Strongly  A gree R eligion no t a prio rity  anym ore.
189 Strongly A gree N ot their priority
449 A gree People put prio rity  over G o d ’s blessings
304 S trongly  A gree E very th ing  else m ore im portant than  G od
528 A gree C hurch least im portant th ing  in peop le ’s lives
534 A gree Y oung adults (20-30) are bored, focused on career and “ fun”
not sp irituality






S trongly  A gree
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
Sunday is the only  day som eone in the fam ily  d o e sn ’t have som e 
o ther com m itm ent. The fam ily can ju s t be toge ther w ithout rushing 
som e place.
L ike to  relax  on Sundays and spend tim e w / fam ily 
P ressure at w ork and hom e/only  day to relax
Like to  stay  hom e Sunday m o rn in g s ...o n ly  day  w e can & can ’t alw ays 
m ake Saturday  afternoon  m ass.
4. Miscellaneous Personal Reasons (49 total reasons)















S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree 
A gree 
A gree
S trongly  A gree
A gree
A gree
S trongly  A gree
S trongly  A gree 
A gree
A gree
S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
490  S trongly  A gree
U nreconciled  2"‘* m arriage 
A  fam ily inciden t and c a n ’t m ake it.
R est o f  fam ily  do not attend 
Parents too  stric t o r judgm enta l 
Fam ily  unit failing  
In terfaith  couple
Spouse/sign ifican t o ther d o esn ’t attend or w ant to.
C ouple hav ing  a sm all child  w ho (2yrs-3yrs) is uneasy  & cannot stay  
“ pu t” they  w ould  rather stay  hom e.
C hildcare cry  o r d isrup t service
H ave sm all ch ild ren / do no t w ant to pay  for ch ildcare  at church 
(o r too young  fo r childcare)
H aving infants, feel interrupts services 
R em arriage after d ivorce
So m any m arriages o f  m ixed faiths. It becom es easier to  choose to  do 
nothing. M ust take a personal stand in a  re la tionsh ip  to  com prom ise  in 
fo llow  o n e ’s ow n church, not to  go. Path o f  least resistance is d o n ’t go. 
I ’ve chosen  to  attend church  w ithout husband , bu t p ray  som e day  h e ’ll 
fo llow
D ivorce fathers p refer to  sleep in. child longing fo r re la tionsh ip  stays 
hom e to be around  D ad. C hild  believes tha t church  is on ly  for sm all 
k ids &  old people . R efuses to go as a teenager, w ould  rather ta lk  on 
phone, p lay  v ideos or p lay  w ith friends.
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4.2 Transportation issues (6 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
75 Strongly  A gree N o transportation
289 Strongly  A gree L ocation  o f  church is far from  com m unity. 
C hurch c a n ’t be reach by w alk ing , no car.
269 A gree Lack o f  transportation
459 A gree N o transportation  & church  too far to w alk
616 Strongly  A gree N o transportation
247 A gree H and icapped-unable  to  drive
Parents did not set an example (6 responses)
Survey R esponse
573 Strongly  A gree Parents did not set exam ple o f  attend
161 A gree Parents did not encourage
243 Strongly  A gree It has never been a regu lar part o f  their fam ily  lifestyle.
477 A gree Parents did not push children  hard enough to go to  church  i 
g rew  up.
548 A gree Paren ts did not attend
226 A gree N o spiritual upbringing
Substance abuse (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
230 M issing Substance abuse
202 A gree L ots o f  drug culture retired  here.
571 S trongly  A gree Substance abuse causing  L ethargy
385 S trongly  A gree D rugs, alcohol & low  incom e
434 S trongly  A gree D rugs
Lack contact with attenders (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
102 Strongly  A gree Friends and fam ily d o n ’t attend
114 A gree D o n ’t know  anyone w ho a ttends church.
136 A gree Feel they  need to  be invited  to  church
597 A gree N one o f  m y friends go to  church
5 A gree Friends and associates are lax in a ttendance
Spiritually separated from God (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
36 S trongly  A gree M ankind is at w ar w ith  G od. L ove darkness no t light/dead
37 S trongly  A gree R o m l:1 8 , Suppress th e  tru th  believe the lie
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52 S trongly  A gree Sin, L ack o f  H oly Spirit
68 S trongly  A gree T oo involved in sin, their sp irit is dead
129 Strongly  A gree Psalm  14:3; M att 7:13-14
C an’t find right church (3 responses)
S urvey R esponse
236 A gree N o t sure o f  w hich  church to  attend
314 A gree L ooking  for a com m unity  feeling  connection
102 S trongly  A gree H av en ’t found a hom e type  church
4.8 Out o f habit (3 responses)
Survey R esponse
5 A gree O ut o f  habit
616  S trongly  A gree O ut o f  habit
390 A gree People can no longer afford p rivate/christian /C atholic  schools for their
ch ild ren  so the com m unity  & fam ily scheduled  structure  o f  attend ing  
m ass has been lost.
4.9 Health issues (1 response)
S urvey  R esponse
307 A gree S ick or not feeling  ok.
4.10 Lifestyle (1 response)
Survey R esponse
397 S trongly  A gree G ay  o r a lternative lifestyles
Church-related Reasons
1. Attenders (44 total responses)
1.1 Non-leaders (16 responses)
Survey R esponse
25 S trongly  A gree M em bers no t active in com m unity  to show  exam ple/d ifference  
118 A gree  C hris tians d o n ’t show  enough  jo y
122 A gree P aren t a ttend ing  is a hypocrite
170 S trongly  A gree C hris tians I know  a re n ’t d ifferen t from  the w orld
185 A gree I th ink  tha t peop le  see m any  churches how ever no t a  togetherness
am ong them . T hey  (church) com pete am ong each o th e r ...m o s tly  
people  w ho attend are speak ing  about o ther churches no t so m uch 
pasto rs p reach ing  it. C reates a d iv ision  & confusion  to  those w ho do 
no t know  or go
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193 A gree People  are too clickish
221 S trongly  A gree D o not treat people fairly
623 A gree A ll m em bers not treated  the sam e
438 S trongly  A gree T eenagers (& others) feel like they  are looked dow n on instead o f  
w elcom ed
576 M issing Feelings that hum ans m ake m istakes and d o n ’t practice  w hat they  
preach C hristians
14 A gree T hey  a re n ’t w elcom ed by the congregation
164 S trongly  A gree M em bers suffer from  panic attacks
164 S trong ly  A gree M em bers suffer from  depression
43 A gree N obody  really  m isses me anyw ay
56 Strongly  A gree T hey  feel judged  and tha t they have no one to relate to
541 S trongly  A gree T he people in particu lar churches are not w elcom ing  to  non-w hites.
Leaders, sexual abuse scandal (23 responses)
Survey R esponse
212 S trongly  A gree Im age about church no t good regard ing  child  abuse
236 A gree R ecent controversy  o f  p riest m olestation  charges.
264 S trongly  A gree P riest abuse o f  children
302 S trongly  A gree Sexual im propriety  by clergy  has
316 S trongly  A gree A buse by clergy
341 S trongly  A gree Scandal w / c lergy
358 S trongly  A gree C atho lic  church sexual abuse scandal
402 A gree Scandals
460 A gree C hild  m olestation  has m ade som e lose faith
499 A gree C on troversy  in the church today  w ith legal m atters
502 S trongly  A gree C lergy-m olester
524 S trongly  A gree F rustration  w / lack o f  d ialogue open  a  frank  d ia logue needed 
regard ing  sexual scandals, not once or tw ice  b u t on going
551 S trongly  A gree N ot enough pun ishm ent for priests w ho m olest children
582 S trongly  A gree C lergy  child  abuse issues
562 S trongly  A gree Scandal/sex  abuse
612 S trongly  A gree L ost confidence due to  sex scandal
614 S trongly  A gree Sexual assault by  p riest o r leader
619 A gree U pset by  pedophilia  scandal
626 S trongly  A gree R ecent sex abuse scandal
471 A gree A s an organization  the C atholic church should  rem ove any  priests w ith  
h is to ry  o f  inappropria te  behav io r w ith children
191 S trong ly  A gree M ostly  a catho lic  area. B eliefs m essed up w hen  a child  etc etc etc
321 S trong ly  A gree T hey  th ink  pastor & p riest is abou t (hav ing  sex  w ith  kids)
494 A gree Fallen  respect for church leaders due to  p rie s ts ’ crim inal behavior 
tow ard  children
Leaders, in general (5 responses)
Survey R esponse
502 A gree G ays as clergy
272 S trongly  A gree Som etim es c lergy  (no t) accep tab le
474 S trong ly  A gree D islik ing  the clergy /m in isters
216 A gree Im portance o f  a ttendance  & outreach  (by  p riests) no t em phasized
enough
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330 S trongly  A gree C hurch vision is not clear
2. Teaching (21 total responses)
2.1 Sermons and/or preaching (9 responses)
S urvey R esponse
333 S trongly  A gree Serm ons no t m eaningfu l
415 A gree Serm ons too  long. Serm ons too  boring.
322 S trongly  A gree N ot getting anyth ing  ou t o f  the serm ons
627 M issing A dd som e zip in the serm ons tha t appeal to  youth
474 Strongly  A gree serm ons are no longer m eaningful
71 S trongly  A gree T he serm on is long and ram bling-stream  o f  consciousness 
w ithout purpose
45 S trongly  A gree W ord not preached
68 S trongly  A gree D islike being “ preached a t” condescending  they  think
53 S trongly  A gree G od is not to be feared  but aw ed. T o d ay ’s church  p reach  fear
Emphasis on politics (5i responses)
Survey R esponse
457 A gree C hurch is too involved in politics
497 S trongly  A gree W hen church gets too  political
497 S trongly  A gree W hen church  te lls us how  to vote
630 S trongly  A gree P olitics (i.e ., ex trem e positions on issues)
626 S trongly  A gree Separation  o f  church and state w hen church  takes a political stand
Not biblically-based (4 responses)
Survey R esponse
195 S trongly  A gree N o t enough strong  B ib lical teach ing
77 Strongly  A gree N o t B ib lically  based
85 M issing T hey  are no t be ing  taugh t w hat is really  the tru th . B ible is neg lec ted
53 S trongly  A gree T he B ible has been m isin terpreted
Not relevant (3 responses)
64 Strongly  A gree Sunday  school lessons are cu ltu rally  irrelevant. S unday  school 
curriculum  sucks
46 M issing D oesn ’t relate to  everyday  prob lem s peop le  encounter. N eeds to 
address & help people go ing  th rough  prob lem s in life-as w e all do.
61 S trongly  A gree C hurch too scared  to  address real issues o f  life. C hurch  needs to
define roles o f  m en and w om en.
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3. Miscellaneous Church-related Reasons (39 total responses)




484 Strongly  A gree
401 A gree
401 A gree
621 Strongly  A gree
621 Strongly  A gree
551 Strongly  A gree
467 S trongly  A gree
Y outh  (teens/20 ’s) p rogram s to  evoke partic ipa tion  in liturgy
N o t enough C hurch activ ities-involv ing  all ages
B etter teen participation . B etter teen leaders
C hurch  d o esn ’t have enough fam ily  activ ities
C hurch  needs m ore children  & youth activ ities
C hurch  needs to focus m ore on young fam ilies &  teen -are  concerns
C hurch  needs m ore fam ily (w ith  children) ac tiv ities / in terests
N eed  to  find som eth ing  ou tstanding  to  keep our ch ild ren , teens &
young  people interested in com ing  back to  church . A lso need m uch
better E lem entary  R elig ious E ducation classes. C h ild ren  d o n ’t w an t to
go to R elig ious class i f  it’s the sam e thing. I know  ch ild ren  w ho
stopped  going after they  m ade their first C om m unions & h av en ’t w ent
back. A lso classes are too expensive for lots o f  fam ilies.
N o t enough for teenagers at church
3.2 Disappointed and/or unsatisfied with prior attendance (8 responses)
Survey R esponse
394 A gree Serious d isag reem en ts w ith C hurch m em bers
420 S trongly  A gree A s children  re c ’d too m uch relig ion and now  d o n ’t have to  go to  church
if  d o n ’t w ant to
303 A gree D isappoin tm ent
629 S trongly  A gree B ad experience w ith  o ther church & school
266 S trongly  A gree C hurch  not very  friend ly  to  new  parish ioners
272 S trongly  A gree T oo m uch pom p & not enough friendship
359 S trongly  A gree D ogs in church
107 A gree D o esn ’t get any th ing  ou t o f  it. I t’s not fun
3.3 Worship service (6 responses)
Survey R esponse
71 Strongly  A gree T he m usic is un insp iring
515 S trongly  A gree N o t enough energy  in the church  serv ices too  boring!
45 S trongly  A gree A noin ting  m issing
432 A gree like the church  bu t d o n ’t like the particu lar service
195 S trongly  A gree D o not like the con tem porary  service




193 S trongly  A gree A ll the church  w an ts is your m oney
428 A gree Second co llection  on Sunday turn  people  o ff
114 A gree N o ex tra  m oney  fo r o ffering .
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610 A gree N o m oney for collection
541 S trongly  A gree C hurch pesters for m oney donations and m akes one feel gu ilty  if  not
com plied  w ith.
3.5 Changes to church (3 responses)
Survey  R esponse
538 A gree  C hanges in church
562 S trongly  A gree D islike changes in church
420  S trongly  A gree M any adults d o n ’t attend because for them  church  has changed
3.6 Service times (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
269 A gree H our o f  service
355 A gree N eed  a  5pm  m ass (10 to 12 too early  on a  Sunday)
3.7 Not enough concern for those in need (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
213 S trongly  A gree N ot enough outreach  & concern  for the tru ly  needy
259 S trongly  A gree C hurch em phasis on the strong  m ore than  on the seniors and the
w eak (too  m uch m oralism ) G od is love. C hurch  m ust show  th is love 
especially  to  the w eak (to those  w ho can not change them selves). Speak 
o f  th is love and how  G od alw ays pick the poor (m oney, m orality , 
physical appearance, etc .) to do his w ork o f  spread ing  love.
3.8 Not been invited (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
14 A gree H av en ’t been  invited to church
180 A gree N o  one ever invited them
3.9 Diversity issues (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
591 A gree C ulture d ifferences no t recognized  enough
213 S trongly  A gree D oes not em brace diversity
3.10 Not progressive (2 response)
Survey R esponse
611 S trongly  A gree C atholic church  is no t p rogressive
478 S trongly  A gree C atholic church  no t liv ing  in 2005
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3.11 N ot spiritually focused (2 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
336  A gree T oo m uch church  agenda and not enough o f  G o d ’s agenda.
328  A gree C hurch has becom e a corporation
3.12 N ot standing up to critics (1 response)
S urvey  R esponse
217  S trongly  A gree C hurches no t stand ing  up to  critics
3.13 Too lenient (1 response)
S urvey  R esponse
316 S trongly  A gree C hurch too  lenient
3.14 Too judgmental (1 response)
S urvey  R esponse
264  S trongly  A gree C hurch is too judgm en ta l
3.15 Location o f church (1 response)
S urvey R esponse
25 S trongly  A gree C hurches not v isib le in com m unity
Culture-related (28 total responses)
1. Secularization and/or Liberalization (13 responses)
Survey R esponse
232 S trongly  A gree Secular society  has too  m uch influence & den igrates relig ion
217  S trongly  A gree L iberal attacks on C hris tian ity
588 S trongly  A gree B om barded  by secu lar society
402 S trongly  A gree N ew  age secu larism  &  left leaning social agenda issues. F reedom  o f
C hoice A ctiv ists &  hum anism  agenda in public  school 
481 M issing  T here  is a  conceited  and no t too subtle effort by the “ L ibera l L eft” in
our N ation  to den ig ra te  and belittle  the presence  o f  G od in our society . 
M ore values and accoun tab ility  for ones behav io r are no t considered  
“ po litically  co rrec t” , A C L U  arch enem y o f  relig ious faith , espouses 
freedom  from  relig ion , no t freedom  o f  relig ion 
172 A gree T he courts say  they  are  no t sinn ing  (i.e., abortion , pornography , etc .)
407 S trongly  A gree  G od has been taken  ou t o f  the fam ily
109 S trongly  A gree T here is no re in fo rcem en t o f  those  values in popu lar cultu re , i.e.
church is no longer expec ted  o r cool.
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S trongly  A gree 
S trongly  A gree
607  S trongly  A gree
T he com m unity  as a w hole d o esn ’t go to church regu larly  anym ore-the 
social aspect has been lost-w hereas in p rev ious tim es it sim ply  was 
som ething everyone did a part o f  the culture bu t no t so m uch a part o f  
our culture today
T im es are perceived to  be good and outer d irected  populace buying the 
m yth o f  happy tim es, and can ’t be bothered w ith salvation.
In a “post C hristian” environm ents there is no strong  m otivation  to 
attend and a p lethora o f  reasons not to attend.
A  dum bed dow n citizenry-T his syndrom e affects voting , church, civic 
duty and decreased num bers in service ac tiv ities and clubs such as 
R otary, K iw annis, L ions etc 
C ulture w ar
2. Media Influence (8 responses)
S urvey  R esponse
402 A gree M edia barrage o f  negativity
197 Strongly  A gree M edia coverage o f  church  scandals
31 S trongly  A gree T he m edia said N o and the church is cav ing  in
59 M issing I th ink constan t m edia onslaught on an ti-C hristian  bias m arginalized  
attitudes tow ard  church going. M ajor m edia defin ite ly  has an ti-christ 
pro occult persuasion.
381 A gree C urren t new s reports & stories on if  the B ible is w ritten  fact or som e 
fiction.
425 A gree Faith  and church attendance often  represen ted  in popu la r m edia as 
p racticed  by non-scien tific  undereducated , superstitious people
402 A gree M edia barrage o f  negativ ity  & scandals
434 Strongly  A gree M ovies
location (3 responses)
Survey R esponse
172 A gree E volution  is taugh t in school w hich is no t com patib le  w ith  the B ible
31 Strongly  A gree E ducators opposition  to G od
434 S trongly  A gree L iberal schools
4. Pacifica-related (2 responses)
Survey R esponse
202 A gree P acifica has a dark  past h isto ry  it needs to b reak aw ay  from .
73 S trongly  A gree Pacifica  is isolated w e live in our own “b u bb les” o f  safety
5. Influence of Evil (1 response)
Survey R esponse
276 A gree T oo m uch evil in the w orld  for people to  believe in G od
174
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6. Peer Pressure (1 response)
S urvey  R esponse 
233  A gree D oes not attend because  o f  peer pressure
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 ̂ I acknowledge that the nature and purpose of this survey has been 
•  explained to me and, by returning this questionnaire, I am implying 
consent for my input to be used in the research study.
Please provide the following information:
Do you live in Pacifica?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
Do you attend a weekly Christian church service at least twice a month?
Y es[ ] N o [ ]
Are you in a position of leadership in your local church?
(fo r exam ple, pasto r, board  m em ber, m inistry  leader, m usic d irector, elder, deacon)
Y es[ ] N o [  ]
If yes, what is your leadership title? __________________________________
Gender:
Male [ ] Female [ ]
Marital Status:
Married [ ] Single [ ] Widowed [ ] Divorced/Separated [ ]
Age:
18-30 [ ] 31-40 [ ] 41-50 [ ] 51-60 [ ] 61+ [ ]
Approximate number of years you’ve been attending church
0-5 [ ] 6-10 [ ] 11-20 [ ] 21-30 [ ] 31+ [ ]
Thank you!
Instructions for completing the questionnaire
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Instructions for Completing the Questionnaire
1. Complete the questionnaire by yourself using a pen or pencil.
2. Take a moment to familiarize yourself with the five “Response Categories” 
illustrated below. The categories range from “1 Strongly A gree...” to
“I Strongly D isagree.. .”
3. For each reason provided, you will express why you think Pacificans do not 
attend church by placing an “X” under one o f the five categories.
4. For an illustration o f how to complete the questionnaire, see the sample response 
below.
R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
I Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 







this is not a 
reason why 
Pacificans 






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
1. The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs. X
5. Seal your completed questionnaire in the stamped envelope provided and place it in 
the regular U.S. mail.
6. If you misplace the envelope, please mail to the following address:
Peter Burch, 1072 View Way, Pacifica, CA, 94044
7. If  you have any questions, call me at 650-355-9933.
IMPORTANT
Questions are on both the front and back o f  pages.
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
1 Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church














a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
1. The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs.
2. The church’s tone is too 
authoritarian.
3. Church attendance is not required 
to be a truly religious person.
4. The church is out o f touch with 
today’s world.
5. Too busy to make time for 
church attendance.
6. The church does not provide 
meaning for life.
7. The church is irrelevant.
8. Different religious beliefs than 
Christian churches.
9. Experienced a serious 
disappointment with a church 
leader (or leaders).
10. The church is more interested in 
money than people.
11. The church has lost the real 
spiritual part o f religion.
12. Sundays are set-aside for family 
(personal) activities.
13. Involved with other activities 
on Sunday mornings.
14. A desire to arrive at religious 
beliefs apart from church.
15. The church is not doing enough 
to help those in need.
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
I Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 
















a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
16. The church is not concerned 
enough with social issues.
17. Organized religion is an evil 
thing.
18. Churches compete with other 
churches.
19. Would not connect meaningfully 
with a church service.
20. The overall church experience is 
too boring.
21. Too much preaching about hell.
22. Sermons are too boring.
23. A bad experience with a
church member (or members).
24. Childhood memories o f church 
attendance are negative.
25. Church attendance involves too 
much conflict.
26. Would not be able to relate to 
the people at church.
27. Would not feel needed by 
the church.
28. The church is filled with 
hypocrites.
29. Would not be accepted just as 
I am.
30. Would disagree with the 
church’s views on sexuality.
31. Negative feelings about church 
pastors and leaders
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
I Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 







this is not a 
reason why 
Pacificans 






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
32. Doubt the existence o f God.
33. Disliked the church’s religious 
education program.
34. Lifestyle is incompatible with 
participation in a church.
35. The church is always trying to 
get people to do something.
36. Moved and never returned to 
church.
37. Have no motivation to go to 
church.
38. The church is run too much like 
a government bureaucracy.
39. Parents didn’t encourage 
church attendance.
40. No longer attend because the 
children are grown up.
41. Stopped attending during a 
divorce (or separation) and 
never returned.
42. Attended church only to please 
a friend or family member and 
no longer feel that pressure to 
attend.
43. Spouse (significant other) does 
not attend.
44. Started making my own decisions 
and decided not to attend church.
45. The church let me down at a 
real time o f need
Questions on the Reverse
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
I Agree
this is a 
reason why 
Pacificans 
















a reason why 
Pacificans 
do not attend 
church
46. Concerned about the quality of 
childcare at the church.
47. The church’s beliefs are too hard 
to understand.
48. Spiritual freedom would be 
limited by church attendance.
49. Work schedule makes church 
attendance impossible.
50. Unable to find the right church.
51. Had a personal disappointment 
with God.
52. The church is not able to answer 
the questions people are asking.
53. Sleep in on Sundays mornings.
54. Church attendance no longer 
helpful to career advancement.
55. Health-related issues.
56. O ptional: Add your own reason 
and check category.
57. O ptional: Add your own reason 
and check category.
Seal completed questionnaire in the envelope provided and place it in the regular 
U.S. Mail. If you happened to have misplaced the envelope provided with the 
questionnaire, please mail to Peter Burch, 1072 View Way, Pacifica, CA, 94044
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^ I acknowledge that the nature and purpose of this survey has been 
•  explained to me and, by returning this questionnaire, I am implying 
consent for my input to be used in the research study.
Please provide the following information
Do you live in Pacifica?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
Have you attended a weekly Christian church service over the past six months? 
Yes [ ] No [ ]
(NOTE: weddings, funerals, baptisms, and other such special events are npl considered a weekly service)
Gender: Male [ ] Female [ ]
Marital Status: Married [ ] Single [ ] Widowed [ ] Divorced/Separated [ ] 
Age: 18-30 [ ] 31-40 [ ] 41-50 [ ] 51-60 [ ] 61+ [ ]
Instructions for completing the questionnaire
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Instructions for Completing the Questionnaire
1. Complete the questionnaire by yourself using a pen or pencil.
2. Take a moment to familiarize yourself with the five “Response Categories” 
illustrated below. The categories range from “I Strongly A gree...” to
“1 Strongly D isagree...”
3. For each reason provided, you will express why you are not attending church by 
placing an “X” under one o f the five categories.
4. For an illustration o f how to complete the questionnaire, see the sample response 
below.
R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 





a reason why 
1 am not 
attending 
church





this is not 
a reason why 







a reason why 
1 am not 
attending 
church
1, The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs. X
5. Seal your completed questiormaire in the envelope provided and place it in the regular 
U.S. mail.
6. If you misplace the envelope, please mail to the following address:
Peter Burch, 1072 View fVay, Pacifica, CA, 94044
7. If you have any questions, call me at 650-355-9933.
IMPORTANT
Questions on both the front and back o f pages.
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 















this is not 
a reason 








a reason why 
I am not 
attending 
church
1. The church lacks tolerance for 
different beliefs.
2. The church’s tone is too 
authoritarian.
3. Church attendance is not required 
to be a truly religious person.
4. The church is out o f touch with 
today’s world.
5. Too busy to make time for 
church attendance.
6. The church does not provide 
meaning for life.
7. The church is irrelevant.
8. Different religious beliefs than 
Christian churches.
9. Experienced a serious 
disappointment with a church 
leader (or leaders).
10. The church is more interested in 
money than people.
11. The church has lost the real 
spiritual part o f religion.
12. Sundays are set-aside for family 
(personal) activities.
13. Involved with other activities 
on Sunday mornings.
14. A desire to arrive at religious 
beliefs apart from church.
15. The church is not doing enough 
to help those in need.
Questions on the Reverse
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 





a reason why 








this is not 
a reason 








a reason why 
1 am not 
attending 
church
16. The church is not concerned 
enough with social issues.
17. Organized religion is an evil 
thing.
18. Churches compete with other 
churches.
19. Would not connect meaningfully 
with a church service.
20. The overall church experience is 
too boring.
21. Too much preaching about hell.
22. Sermons are too boring.
23. A bad experience with a
church member (or members).
24. Childhood memories o f church 
attendance are negative.
25. Church attendance involves too 
much conflict.
26. Would not be able to relate to 
the people at church.
27. Would not feel needed by 
the church.
28. The church is filled with 
hypocrites.
29. Would not be accepted just as 
1 am.
30. Would disagree with the 
church’s views on sexuality.
31. Negative feelings about church 
pastors and leaders
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 





a reason why 
I am not 
attending 
church





this is not 
a reason why 







a reason why 
I am not 
attending 
church
32. Doubt the existence o f God.
33. Disliked the church’s religious 
education program.
34. Lifestyle is incompatible with 
participation in a church.
35. The church is always trying to 
get people to do something.
36. Moved and never returned to 
church.
37. Have no motivation to go to 
church.
38. The church is run too much like 
a government bureaucracy
39. Parents didn’t encourage 
church attendance.
40. No longer attend because the 
children are grown up.
41. Stopped attending during a 
divorce (or separation) and 
never returned.
42. Attended church only to please 
a friend or family member and 
no longer feel that pressure to 
attend.
43. Spouse (significant other) does 
not attend.
44. Started making my own decisions 
and decided not to attend church.
45. The church let me down at a 
real time of need.
Questions on the Reverse
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R e s p o n s e  C a te g o r ie s
R e a s o n s  f o r  N o t  A t t e n d i n g  






a reason why 





a reason why 








this is not 
a reason why 







a reason why 
1 am not 
attending 
church
46. Concerned about the quality of 
childcare at the church.
47. The church’s beliefs are too hard 
to understand.
48. Spiritual freedom would be 
limited by church attendance.
49. Work schedule makes church 
attendance impossible.
50. Unable to find the right church.
51. Had a personal disappointment 
with God.
52. The church is not able to answer 
the questions people are asking.
53. Sleep in on Sundays mornings.
54. Church attendance no longer 
helpful to career advancement.
55. Health-related issues.
56. O ptional: Add your own reason 
and check category.
57. O ptional: Add your own reason 
and check category
Seal completed questionnaire in the envelope provided and place it in the regular 
U.S. Mail. If you happened to have misplaced the envelope provided with the 
questionnaire, please mail to Peter Burch, 1072 View Way, Pacifica, CA, 94044.
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APPENDIX F
DATA FROM INDEPENDENT SAMPLES /-TESTS
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Analysis 1: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.78, SD -  
1.20) than non-attenders (M = 3A \ ,S D =  1.27) on the reason, “The church lacks 
tolerance for different beliefs,” /(1151) = -8 .60,p  < .001, .50.
A nalysis 2: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.89, 
S D = IA 5 )  than non-attenders (M =  3 . 4 0 , =  1.18) on the reason, “The church’s tone is 
too authoritarian,” t(1149) = -7.38,p  < .001, d=  .43.
Analysis 3: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M = 3.31,
SD = 1.20) than non-attenders { M - 3 .9 \ ,S D =  1.18) on the reason, “Church attendance 
is not required to be a truly religious person,” r(l 155) -  -S .57 ,p<  .001, .50.
Analysis 4: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (Af = 3.03,
5’D = 1.17) than non-attenders (M =  3 .3 5 ,5D = 1.14) on the reason, “The church is out 
o f  touch with today’s world,” t(1148) = -4.69, p  < .001, d=  .27.
Analysis 5: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement {M=  3.97,
SD  = 1.08) than non-attenders (M =  2.65, SD =  1.19) on the reason, “Too busy to make 
time for church attendance,” t(l 153) = 19.78,p  < .001, <7= 1.01.
Analysis 6: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.55,
5’D = 1.19) than non-attenders {M= 2.90, SD = 1.24) on the reason, “The church does not 
provide mean for life,” r(1152) = -4.19, p <  .001, d ^  .28.
Analysis 7: No significant mean difference on the reason, “The church is 
irrelevant. ”
Analysis 8: No significant mean difference on the reason, “Different religious 
beliefs that Christian churches. ”
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Analysis 9: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement { M=  3.65,
SD = 1.05) than non-attenders (M =  2.77, SD  = 1.35) on the reason, “Experienced a 
serious disappointment with a church leader or leaders,” t(l 153) = 12.52,/? < .001, 
d  — .69.
Analysis 10: No significant mean difference on the reason, “The church is more 
interested in money than people. ”
Analysis 11: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.68, 
SD =  1.16) than non-attenders ( M = 3 . \ \ ,S D -  1.20) on the reason, “The church are lost 
the real spiritual part o f religion,” /(1148) = -6.07, p <  .001, d=  .35.
Analysis 12: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement {M =  3.40, 
SD =  1.19) than non-attenders (M =  2.83, SD = 1.22) on the reason, “Sundays are set- 
aside for family and personal activities,” t(l 152) = 7.91,/? <.001, <7= .46.
Analysis 13: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.78,
SD = 1.02) than non-attenders (M =  2.96, SD = 1.27) on the reason, “Involved with other 
activities on Sunday mornings,” t(l 153) = 12.15,/? < .001, d -  .68.
Analysis 14: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement {M =  3.07,
SD  = 1.04) than non-attenders {M=  3.26, SD = 1.22) on the reason, “A desire to arrive at 
religious beliefs apart from church,” t(l 153) = -2.79,/? < .01, (7= .17.
Analysis 15: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement {M =  2.43,
SD = 1.05) than non-attenders {M =  2.66, S'D = 1.13) on the reason, “The church is not 
doing enough to help those in need,” /(1 154) = -3.56,/? < .001, d =  .2 \.
Analysis 16: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.52,
SD  = 1.06) than non-attenders (M =  2.75, SD = 1.07) on the reason, “The church is not 
concerned enough with social issues,” t(1148) = -3.632,/? < .001, .21.
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Analysis 17: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement { M=  1.92,
SD = 1.02) than non-attenders (M =  2.23, SD = 1.22) on the reason, “Organized religion 
is an evil thing,” t(l 151) = -4.70, p  < .001, <i= .27.
Analysis 18: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.5,
SD = 1.06) than non-attenders {M=  2.87, SD  = 1.09) on the reason, “Churches compete 
with other churches,” t(l 153) = -5 .96,p <  .001, d =  .35.
Analysis 19: No significant mean difference on the reason, “Would not connect 
meaningfully with a church service. ”
Analysis 20: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.33, 
SD =  1.10) than non-attenders (M = 2.98, SD = 1.09) on the reason, “The overall church 
experience is too boring,” /(1154) = 5.40,/? < .001, d=  .32.
Analysis 21: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.33,
SD  = 1.07) than non-attenders (M  = 2.88, SD  = 1.20) on the reason, “Too much preaching 
about hell,” t(l 154) = -8.30,;? < .001, d=  .47.
Analysis 22: No significant mean difference on the reason, “Sermons are too 
boring. ”
Analysis 23: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.42,
SD = 1.02) than non-attenders (M = 2.37, SD =  1.15) on the reason, “A bad experience 
with a church member or members,” /(1157) = 16.42,/? < .001, d =  .88.
A nalysis 24: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement {M =  3.45, 
SD =  1.10) than non-attenders (M =  2.55, SD = 1.24) on the reason, “Childhood 
memories o f church attendance are negative,” /(1 155) = 13.06,/? < .001, <i= .72.
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Analysis 25: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.92,
SD = 1.02) than non-attenders (M  = 2.44, SD = 1.00) on the reason, “Church attendance 
involves too much conflict,” t(1149) = 7.90,p  < .001, cf = .45.
Analysis 26: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.00,
SD  -  1.06) than non-attenders {M = 2.S0, SD = 1.11 ) on the reason, “W ould not be able
to relate to the people at church,“ t(1153) = 3.06, p  <.01, d=  .18.
Analysis 27: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.71,
SD  = 1.02) than non-attenders (M =  2.48, SD  = .97) on the reason, “Would not feel 
needed by the church,” t(l 147) = 3.99,p  <.001, d =  .24.
Analysis 28: No significant mean difference on the reason, “The church is filled  
with hypocrites. ”
Analysis 29: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.97,
5D = 1.18) than non-attenders (M = 2 .75 , SD  = 1.20) on the reason, “Would not be
accepted just as I am,” /(1 154) = 3.05, p  < .01, c/= .18.
Analysis 30: No significant mean difference on the reason, “W oulddisagree with 
the church’s views on sexuality. ”
Analysis 31: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.40,
SD  = 1.09) than non-attenders (M =  2.76, SD =  1.13) on the reason, “Negative feelings 
about church pastors and leaders,” t(l 155) = 9.76, p  < .001, <i= .56.
Analysis 32: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (A /= 3.07,
SD  = 1.32) than non-attenders (M =  2.40, SD = 1.42) on the reason, “Doubt the existence 
o f God,” r(l 151) = 8.37,/? < .001, (/=  .48.
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Analysis 33; No significant mean difference on the reason, “Disliked the 
church’s religious education program. ”
Analysis 34: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.58,
SD = 1.05) than non-attenders (M =  2.62, SD =  1.13) on the reason, “Lifestyle is 
incompatible with participation in a church,” t(l 153) = 14.96, p  < .001,6^= .81.
Analysis 35: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.05,
SD  -  1.04) than non-attenders (M =  2.68, SD -  .94) on the reason, “The church is always 
trying to get people to do something,” t(l 154) = 6.35,/? < .001, d=  .37.
Analysis 36: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.24,
SD = 1.00) than non-attenders (M =  2.14, SD = 1.05) on the reason, “M oved and never 
returned to church,” t(l 152) = 18.14,/? < .001, d=  .95.
Analysis 37: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement ( M -  4.0,
SD = .91) than non-attenders (M =  3.53, SD =  1.19) on the reason, “Have no motivation 
to go to church,” t(l 155) = 7.61,/? < .001, <7= .44.
Analysis 38: No significant mean difference on the reason, “The church is run 
too much like a government bureaucracy. ”
Analysis 39: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.73,
SD  = 1.09) than non-attenders {M -2 .3 1 , SD = 1.27) on the reason, “Parent’s did 
encourage church attendance,” t(l 134) = 19.51,/? <.001, d=  1.0.
Analysis 40: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.18,
S'D = 1.10) than non-attenders (M =  2.04, SD  = .93) on the reason, “No longer attend 
because the children are grown up,” t(l 155) = 18.77,/? <.001, d=  .97.
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Analysis 41: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M = 3.55,
SD  = .97) than non-attenders (M =  1.99, SD  = 1.03) on the reason, “Stopped attending 
during a divorce or separation and never returned,” t(l 153) = 26.35,p  < .001, d=  .1.23.
Analysis 42: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement ( M -  3.48,
SD  = 1.00) than non-attenders (M  = 2.34, SD = 1.23) on the reason, “Attended church 
only to please a friend or family member and no longer feel that pressure to attend,” 
t(1153)=  17.44, ;?< .001 , £/= .92.
Analysis 43: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.56,
SD = 1.03) than non-attenders (M =  2.66, SD = 1.26) on the reason, “Spouse or 
significant other does not attend," /(1152) = 13.28,/? < .001, <7= .73.
Analysis 44: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.68, 
SD  = .94) than non-attenders (M =  3.30, SD = 1.31) on the reason, “Started making my 
own decisions and decided not to attend church,” /(1152) = 5.70,/? < .001, .33.
Analysis 45: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M = 3.23, 
SD -  1.13) than non-attenders (M =  2.23, SD = 1.14) on the reason, “The church let me 
down at a real time o f need,” t(l 151) = 14.81,/? < .001, d =  .80.
Analysis 46: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.45, 
SD = .92) than non-attenders (M =  2.04, SD = .96) on the reason, “Concerned about the 
quality o f childcare at the church,” t(l 156) = 7.45,/? < .001, (7= 1.04.
Analysis 47: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.64, 
SD = 1.03) than non-attenders (M =  2.16, SD  = .98) on the reason, “The church’s beliefs 
are too hard to understand,” t(l 153) = 8.04,/? <.001, d=  .46.
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Analysis 48: Attenders had a significantly lower mean agreement (M =  2.71,
SD  = 1.09) than non-attenders (M  = 2.92, SD = 1.29) on the reason, “Spiritual freedom 
would be limited by church attendance,” /(1152) = -3 .09,p <  .01, t /=  .18.
Analysis 49: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.20, 
SD =  1.15) than non-attenders (M =  2.04, SD = 1.05) on the reason, “Work schedule 
makes church attendance impossible,” t(l 155) = 17.87,p  < .001, d =  .93.
Analysis 50: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M = 3.17,
SD = 1.05) than non-attenders (M = 2.72, SD = 1.28) on the reason, “Unable to find the 
right church,” /(1151) = 6.70,/? < .001, <7= .39.
Analysis 51: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.28, 
iSD = 1.10) than non-attenders (M =  1.86, SD = .95) on the reason, “Had a personal 
disappointment with God,” /(1149) = 23.14,/? < .001, (/=  1.14.
Analysis 52: No significant mean difference on the reason, ‘‘The church is not 
able to answer the questions people are asking. ”
Analysis 53: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.84,
SD  = 1.07) than non-attenders (M =  2.52, SD = 1.32) on the reason, “Sleep in on Sunday 
mornings,” r(l 152) = 18.71,/? < .001, <7= .97.
Analysis 54: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  2.69,
S'D = 1.10) than non-attenders (A7= 1.85, 577 = .91) on the reason, “Church attendance is 
not longer helpful to career advancement,” t(l 148) = 13.96,/? < .001, d  = .76.
Analysis 55: Attenders had a significantly higher mean agreement (M =  3.32,
5D = 1.11) than non-attenders {M =  1.88, SD  = .95) on the reason, “Health-related 
issues,” t(1154) = 23.41,/? < .001, <7= 1.14.
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< For Non-attenders >
ANONYMOUS QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear fellow Pacifican,
My name is Peter Burch. I am a resident o f our community and a doctoral student 
pursuing a Ph.D. in Leadership through the School o f Education at Andrews University, 
Michigan. Completion o f this research project is a required step on the road to 
graduation so thank you very much for your support and cooperation.
The goal o f my study is to gain insight concerning the nature o f non-attendance in 
Pacifica. In order to accomplish this goal, I am asking you to share the reasons why you 
are not attending church at this time by either agreeing or disagreeing with 55 o f  the 
most commonly expressed reasons.
Although some o f the reasons may seem repetitive in nature, please respond
to all o f them. This anonymous questionnaire should take 10-15 minutes to complete.
Please note that your participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous.
Once you’ve completed the questionnaire, seal it in the stamped envelope provided and 
place it in the regular US mail.
Thankful for your support,
Peter Burch, Doctoral Candidate
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< For Attenders >
ANONYMOUS QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear fellow Pacifican,
My name is Peter Burch. I am a resident o f our community and a doctoral student 
pursuing a Ph.D. in Leadership through the School o f Education at Andrews University, 
Michigan. Completion o f this research project is a required step on the road to 
graduation so thank you very much for your support and cooperation.
The goal o f my study is to gain insight concerning the nature o f non-attendance in 
Pacifica. In order to accomplish this goal, 1 am asking you to share the reasons why you 
you think Pacificans are not attending church at this time by either agreeing or 
disagreeing with 55 o f the most commonly expressed reasons.
Although some o f the reasons may seem repetitive in nature, please respond
to all o f them. This anonymous questionnaire should take 10-15 minutes to complete.
Please note that your participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous.
Once you’ve completed the questionnaire, seal it in the stamped envelope provided 
and place it in the regular US mail.
Thankful for your support,
Peter Burch, Doctoral Candidate
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< Permission to Collect Data at Local Supermarket >
To the Manager,
My name is Peter Burch and I am the pastor o f  Vista Del Mar Baptist Church here in 
Pacifica. I also teach Old Testament and civics at Alma Heights Christian Academy 
which is also located in Pacifica. In addition serving as a pastor and high school teacher,
I am also a doctoral student pursuing a Ph.D. in Leadership from Andrews University, 
Berrien Springs, Michigan. I am writing to request your assistance in providing support 
for my dissertation research.
My project title is: “A quantitative study testing perceptions concerning non-attendance 
in the Pacifica community o f the San Francisco Bay Area, California” . In simpler terms,
I want to discover if  church leaders and regular attenders truly understand why people in 
Pacifica are staying away from church. To answer this research question, I need to ask 
members o f our community if they would be willing to take a questionnaire home and 
complete it at their leisure. As a result, and for the following two reasons, I am 
requesting your assistance.
First, I would like to set up one card table outside the store at a location o f your choosing. 
On the card table I will have a small sign that says something like, “Local Ph.D. Student 
Needs Your Help” . I will speak with customers who read the sign and express interest in 
the opportunity to participate in my research project. NO SURVEYING WILL TAKE 
PLACE AT THE STORE. All the questionnaire will be self-administered by the 
participant at a location and time o f their own choosing.
Second, in order to gain full approval for my project I must have your approval to collect 
data from among your customers. This approval must be given by your institution and 
mailed (address on letter) or faxed (269.471.6246) to Andrews University Office of 
Scholarly Research for human subjects consideration. A sample letter is included in this 
packet o f information.
If you have any questions about my project or other concerns please do not hesitate to 
contact me by telephone at 355-9933 or by email at peterandholly@ att.net. You may 
also contact Dr. Erich Baumgartner, my dissertation committee chair, at 1-260-471-2523, 
or by email at baumgart@ andrews.edu.
I would be profoundly grateful for your assistance,
Sincerely,
Peter Burch, Ph.D. Candidate
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